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SECTION  I 


INTRODUCTION 


This  report  covers  the  Airports  response  to  comments  on  Master  Plan 
Working  Paper  'B'.  It  also  includes  an  addendum  to  the  Working 
Paper. 

Over  300  copies  of  Working  Paper  'B'  were  distributed  to  the 
Airport  staff,  tenants,  local,  state  and  federal  governments  and 
agencies,  and  the  public  for  their  review  and  comments.  All 
written  and  verbal  comments  received  are  reproduced  herein  with 
appropriate  responses. 

The  Airports  Commission  would  like  to  thank  all  those  who  took  the 
time  to  review  and  comment  on  this  Working  Paper. 

The  general  areas  of  comment  were  The  International  Terminal 
Complex,  Specific  Airline  Facility  Requests,  Airfield  Capacity, 
Noise  Impacts  and  Child  Care.  These  concerns  are  responded  to  in 
Sections  II  through  IV  of  this  document.  Most  of  these  concerns 
have  been  previously  addressed  through  meetings  and  correspondence 
with  interested  and  affected  parties,  thus  responses  contained 
herein  are  as  concise  as  possible. 

As  a  general  note  on  facility  planning,  the  Master  Plan  attempts 
to  balance  the  competing  requirements  of  airport  tenants  and  users 
of  the  facility.  The  objective  has  been  to  produce  a  plan  which 
will  optimize  available  land  uses  and  facilities  for  the  ultimate 
benefit  of  the  public.  The  plan  will  continue  to  address  the 
concerns  of  those  in  the  Airport  environs  and  attempt  to  balance 
their  needs  with  the  public  demand  to  use  this  facility. 
Invariably,  conflicting  needs  and  requirements  will  result  that 
must  be  resolved.  The  Master  Plan  and  EIR  process  has  been 
designed  to  facilitate  resolution  of  these  conflicts. 
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SECTION  II 


WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


All  written  comments  received  on  Master  Plan  Working  Paper  'B'  have 
been  thoroughly  reviewed  and  are  included  herein.  This  section 
includes  responses  to  the  following: 


A. 

AIRLINES 

B. 

OTHER  AIRPORT  TENANTS 

C. 

CITIES  AND  COUNTIES 

D. 

STATE  AGENCIES 

E. 

FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

F. 

PUBLIC  AND  OTHERS 

A.  AIRLINES 


AIR  CANADA  BASE    7 -T     ,  P  C,  BOX  10000.  MONTREAL  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  (DORVAL).  CANADA   H4Y1C1  CABLE  AIRCANADA  TELEX  05-822750 

BASE  AIR  CANADA  .  CP.  10000.  A^ROPORT  INTERNATIONAL  DE  MONTREAL  (DORVAL),  CANADA   H4Y1C1  CABLE.  AIRCANADA  T£lEX.  05-822750 


October  6,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 

Assistant  Administrator 

&  Chief  Project  Manager 

Planning  &  Construction 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  Ca. 

94128 


Re:    Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  "B" 
Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

As  requested  by  Mr.  Turpen  in  his  letter  of  September  1,  1988  on  the 
subject  matter,  we  have  reviewed  the  submission  and  the  following 
are  our  comments: 

Firstly,  allow  us  to  congratulate  you  and  your  associates  for  the 
manner  in  which  you  are  approaching  the  long  term  plan  at  San 
Francisco  International  Airport.    It  should  ensure  that  the  final 
Master  Plan  represents  the  ideal  solution  for  the  21st  century. 

Air  Canada  does  not  seem  affected  by  alternatives  A,B,  or  C  on  the 
near  term,  and  the  long  term  plans  would  only  be  touched  in 
alternative  "C"  due  to  reconfiguration  at  boarding  areas  "A"  and 
"B".    It  may  be  too  premature  to  properly  address  this  concern,  but 
we  wish  to  go  on  record  that  we  do  not  wish  to  relocate  our 
facilities,  and  would  trust  that  the  eventual  plans  will  be 
developed  and  implemented  with  minimum  disruption  to  our  services. 

With  respect  to  our  Cargo  facilities  requirements,  we  are  not 
expected  to  witness  much  of  a  variation  from  our  last  year's 
forecast . 

On  the  subject  of  administration  facilities,  we  may  in  later  years 
consider  some  relocation  to  an  airport  building,  but  this  also  needs 
to  be  discussed  in  greater  depth  at  that  time  since  we  have  very 
little  administration  space  in  the  Terminal  Building. 
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Mr.  John  Costas' 
October  6,  1988 


II... 


Thank  you  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  to  review  your  preliminary 
master  plan,  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  your  staff, 


Sincerely, 


Doiyinic  J.  Fiore 
Director,  Real  Estate  & 
P/operties  Management 


RESPONSE  TO  AIR  CANADA 


Alternatives  A,  B  and  C  were  study  concepts  that  led  to  the 
preferred  concept  plan.  The  preferred  concept  plan  is  the  plan 
being  pursued  as  the  Draft  Airport  Master  Plan.  A  change  in 
concept  for  the  International  Terminal  Building  Complex  is 
addressed  in  Section  IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  document.  The  effect 
upon  Boarding  Area  A  carriers  will  be  addressed  in  Working  Paper 
'C  -  Draft  Master  Plan. 


AmericanAiriines 


October  31,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Department  of  Aviation 
P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  Airport  Master 
Plan  -  Working  Paper  "B".    This  study  is  obviously  an  important 
step  toward  developing  much  needed  inprovements  at  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport.    In  that  respect,  it  is  easy  for 
us  to  endorse  much  of  the  contents  of  the  Working  Paper. 

Please  accept  our  conments  listed  below  in  the  development  of  the 
final  Master  Plan. 

1)  We  endorse  development  of  additional  aircraft  parking 
positions  for  passenger  terminals  by  development  of 
Terminal  G,  v/ith  the  recognition  of  increasing  demand 
for  such,  especially  by  American.    The  distribution 
of  these  gates  among  carriers  is  of  utmost  interest  to 
us,  and  no  doubt  all  other  carriers. 

2)  Airfield  improvements  in  general  do  not  seem  to  be 
addressed,  other  than  indirectly  by  suggesting  removal 
of  50X  of  General  Aviation  traffic.    We  believe  that 
means  of  inproving  the  air  and  ground  movement  of  aircraft 
should  be  included  in  the  Master  Plan  Study.    A  number 

of  corputer  simulated  models  are  available  for  such 
studies,  including  one  developed  by  American  Airlines. 

3)  The  expansion  of  the  parking  areas  and  rental  car 
facilities  depends  on  "an  automated  transit  system 
or  people  mover".    If  autctnated,  such  a  system  would 
require  an  undisturbed  right  of  way,  and  should  be 
more  carefully  considered  in  the  Master  Plan. 
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4)     Much  of  t±ie  planning  seems  to  be  based  on  the  concept 
that  Terminal  E  should  becone  an  international  terminal 
because  it  is  adjacent  to  D.    American  is  hopeful  of 
developing  international  routes  from/ to  SFO,  and  in 
that  respect,  also  hopes  to  remain  adjacent  to 
international  terminals.    The  concept  of  locating  the 
international  flights  in  two  adjacent  terminals  will 
be  more  efficient  for  Customs  processing,  but  is  not 
convenient  for  connecting  passengers.    The  idea  of 
split  Custons'  facilities  deserves  more  study  in  the 
tester  planning.    Perhaps  sane  of  "G"  would  be  used 
for  international  traffic. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  Working  Paper  B. 
We  look  forward  to  a  review  of  the  entire  plan  as  it  is  developed. 


cc:    L.  A.  Turpin  (  SFO) 

T.  J.  Kieman 

J.  J.  D'Ambrosio 

B.  P.  Carmody 

K.  M.  Fragnoli 

R.  L.  Richardi 


Very  truly  yours, 


Dean  A.  Snyder 'J 
Sr.  Project  Manager 
Corporate  Real  Estate 


/mg 


DAS/10/31-5 


RESPONSE  TO  AMERICAN  AIRLINES 


Boarding  Area  G  is  being  developed  to  meet  the  forecast  demand 
for  additional  gates  at  the  Airport.  However,  a  conceptual 
change  in  the  plans  for  the  International  Terminal  Building 
Complex  requires  Boarding  Area  G  be  converted  from  a  domestic 
facility  to  an  international  facility.  See  details  in  Section 
IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  document. 


See  Section  IV,  Appendix  B  of  this  document  for  a  discussion 
on  airfield  improvements. 


The  location  for  the  people  mover  system  at  the  planning  level 
provides  for  an  undisturbed  right-of-way.  Details  of  this 
system  will  be  detemined  during  the  programming  and  system 
analysis  study,  subsequent  to  approval  of  the  Master  Plan. 
This  system  is  a  significant  and  integral  element  of  our 
ground  access  system,  and  as  such,  extremely  stringent 
criteria  is  being  formatted  for  its  development.  The  airlines 
will  be  kept  informed  of  its  development. 


See  Section  IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  document  -  Revised 
International  Terminal  Complex  concept. 


BUTLER  aV/iaTION 


October  6,  1988 


Mr.   John  Costas 

Airports  Cominission 

City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  John: 

We  are  encouraged  with  the  recommendations  made  in  the  Airport 
Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  -  "B"  to  relocate  our  general  avi- 
ation facilities  to  plots  3A,   3B,   3C,   and  3D. 

Our  President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer,  Mr.   Thomas  F.  Comeau 
and  his  staff  are  looking  forward  to  working  with  the  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  in  the  planning  and  development  of  the  new 
general  aviation  facilities. 

If  you  desire  additional  input,  please  don't  hesitate  to  contact 
me . 

Sincerely, 

BUTLER  AVIATION  -   SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 


Paul  H.  Bartnek 
Vice  President/General  Manager 


PHB: jg 


cc;     Louis  A.  Turpen 
Thomas  F.  Comeau 
Steven  J.  True 


BUTUER  avianaiM 


October  13,  1988 


Mr.   John  Costas 
Airports  Commission 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,   CA  94128 

Dear  John: 

The  average  number  of  general  aviation  aircraft  using  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  over  the  last  three   (3)  years  is  13,182. 

Total  operations  per  year  are  then  26,364  with  corporate  jets  out 
numbering  piston  engine  aircraft.     An  operation  is  one  arrival  and 
departure . 

The  number  of  operations  was  obtained  from  aircraft  pilots  who 
taxied  to  our  fixed  base  facility  and  registered  their  aircraft. 

The  preferential  runways  for  departure  are  1  left  and  right  and 
28  left  and  right  for  arrivals.     With  that  in  mind,   relocation  to 
plots  3A,   B,   C  and  D  would  be  ideal  rather  than  plot  42  which  would 
involve  considerable  taxiing  to  the  active  runways. 

If  you  desire  additional  information,  please  don't  hesitate  to  con- 
tact me. 

Sincerely, 

BUTLER  AVIATION  -  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 


Paul  H.  Bartnek 
Vice  President/General  Manager 


PHB: jg 


cc : 


S. 


J. 


True 


RESPONSE  TO  BUTLER  AVIATION 


There  were  two  objectives  in  the  relocation  of  General  Aviation; 
to  clear  the  west  field  for  cargo  development  and  to  site  General 
Aviation  to  minimize  taxiway  congestion  and  maintain  or  improve 
airfield  capacity. 

Based  on  information  that  the  primary  departure  runways  for  General 
Aviation  are  R/W  IR  and  IL  and  arrival  runways  are  R/W  28R  and  2  8L, 
a  decision  to  locate  General  Aviation  on  Plots  3  A,B,C,D  in  lieu 
of  Plot  42  would  eliminate  cross-taxiing  of  runways  28R  and  28L  and 
taxiing  on  the  already  congested  T/W  A  &  B.  If  prevailing  winds 
would  allow  use  of  R/W  28L  or  28R,  the  use  of  less  congested 
taxiway  L  could  be  used  for  intersection  takeoff s.  General 
Aviation  arrivals  on  R/W  28R  and  28L  with  the  capability  of  landing 
on  4,000*  of  runway  could  also  use  T/W  L  to  return. 

However,  the  FAA  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower  has  now  indicated  that 
of  the  14,184  total  General  Aviation  operations  in  1988,  7,592 
operations  (54%  of  total  General  Aviation  operations)  departed 
Runway  28.  The  balance  of  departures  were  on  Runways  01,  19  and 
10.  This  conflict  of  information  now  requires  further  verification 
of  facts  to  determine  the  most  appropriate  location  for  General 
Aviation  to  satisfy  the  stated  objectives.  Any  change  in  location 
will  be  fully  addressed  in  Working  Paper  'C  -  Draft  Master  Plan. 


CONTINENTAL  AIRUNE5 


'OST  OFFICE  BOX  4607 
HOUSTON.  TEXAS  77210-4607 


PHONE  (AREA  713)  630-5000 


October  26,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 

Director  of  Planning 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 28 

Dear  John, 

As  you  are  aware.  Continental  has  a  requirement  for  an  inflight 
kitchen  and  catering  facility  at  San  Francisco  International 
Airport.  Due  to  logistical  and  financial  consideration,  this 
facility  needs  to  be  on  airport  property.  While  there  are  some 
obvious  directions  at  locating  on  or  near  Plot  17,  we  do  not  wish 
to  presuppose  the  outcome  of  Working  Paper  B  and  the  proposed 
Master  Plan.  Therefore,  we  are  requesting  that  the  Master  Plan 
include  an  approximately  four  acre  site  on  which  a  building  of 
45,000  square  feet  can  be  located  for  this  purpose. 

We  would  further  advise  that  our  requirements  are  in  fact, 
immediate,  and  we  would  start  development  as  soon  as  agreement 
could  be  reached  with  the  City.  Since  the  Master  Plan  seems  to 
be  in  its  final  developmental  stages,  could  you  review  this  item 
with  the  objective  of  accelerating  the  determination  of  a 
location  for  our  facility. 

If  there  is  anything  further  that  we  can  do  at  this  time  on  this 
matter,  please  let  us  know. 

Yours  truly. 


A.  H.  Elmore 
Director  Properties 

AHE/dlh 

cc:    Mr.  David  Brush  -  DEN 
Mr.  Louis  Turpen 


RESPONSE  TO  CONTINENTAL  AIRLINES 


The  preferred  concept  plan  satisfies  the  forecast  demand 
requirements  for  Aviation  and  Terminal  Support-Catering  Facilities, 
and  Airfreight  areas.  (Ref.  figures  9.6  and  9.8  of  Working  Paper 
'B')  .  The  forecast  is  general  (composite  of  all  airline  requests) , 
not  specific.  Your  specific  request  for  a  catering  facility  could 
most  probably  be  accommodated  in  the  North  Field  Cargo  Area  Plan 
(Plots  50  &  17) .  Any  agreements  for  development  of  this  area  is 
subject  to  approval  of  the  Master  Plan  and  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report . 


DELTA  AIR  LINES  REVIEW  NOTES 

MASTER  PLAN  WORKING  PAPER  'B' 

SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 


INTRODUCTION 

San  Francisco  International,   San  Jose  International,   and  Oakland 
International  will  continue  to  serve  the  bay  area  air 
transportation  needs  for  the  foreseeable  future.     It  is  also  very 
unlikely  that  a  fourth  major  air  carrier  airport  will  ever  be 
developed  in  the  bay  area. 

San  Francisco  International  is  the  major  traffic  center  of  the 
three  regional  airports  and  will  continue  in  this  role  in 
accordance  with  the  Regional  Airport  Plan  developed  by  MTC  and 
ABAC.     This  concept  is  supported  by  information  contained  in 
Working  Paper  'A'. 

San  Francisco  International  is  surrounded  by  San  Francisco  Bay  on 
three  sides  and  major  development  on  the  remaining  side.     With  the 
possible  exception  of  in-fill  of  the  Seaplane  Harbor,  there  is  no 
foreseeable  expansion  of  the  airport  land  area.     There  is  also  no 
foreseeable  expansion  of  the  existing  airport  property  boundary 
line. 

San  Francisco  International  is  viewed  as  having  a  limited  fixed 
resource  and,  without  land  expansion,   the  existing  crossing  runway 
system  is  viewed  as  the  major  restraint  in  both  physical  facility 
growth  and  aircraft  operational  growth.     There  is  also  a  great 
investment  in  the  existing  Terminal  Complex  so  it  is  viewed 
basically  as  a  fixed  element  of  the  physical  airport  facility. 

Delta's  comments  on  Working  Paper   'B'   are  based  upon  this 
background  information  and  directed  toward  a  view  of  how  best  to 
maximize  the  resource  allocation  of  San  Francisco  International 
Airport . 

8.0  FACILITY  REQUIREMENTS 

Developing  forecasts  for  airports  in  this  era  of  deregulated 
industry  is  very  difficult  due  to  the  variables  of  economy  and  the 
airline  community  through  new  carriers,  mergers,  bankrupt  carriers, 
and  marketing  strategies  of  individual  carriers.     The  methodology 
used  in  Working  Paper   'B'   is  considered  reasonable  and  the  results 
real istic . 

There  is  validity  to  limiting  the  program  forecasts  to  "Near  Term 
1996"  and  "Long  Term  2006"  due  to  the  variables  stated  in  the 
report.     Delta  feels,  however,   that  if  the  time  and  effort  is  to  be 
expended  on  a  new  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  a  "Master  Plan", 
then  that  plan  should  be  as  comprehensive  as  possible. 


Working  Paper   'B'   appears  to  be  somewhat  "short  sited"  as  far  as 
developing  an  overall  Master  Plan  which,   in  conjunction  with  a  Land 
Use  Plan,  would  serve  as  a  goal  toward  which  the  "Short  Term"  and 
"Long  Term"  programs  could  be  developed.     The  program  is  Landside 
oriented  and  care  must  be  taken  that  facilities  are  developed  in 
the  most  logical  location  and  do  not  block  the  growth  potential  of 
SFO  through  improvements  in  the  Airspace  and  Airfield  operational 
variables . 

The  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master  Plan  should  not  be 
of  such  magnitude  that  it  gets  wrapped  up  in  airline  or  community- 
controversy  and  consequently  delays  needed  "short  term" 
improvements.     The  Master  Plan  should  be  realistic  and  have  balance 
and  flexibility  of  all  elements  since  historically,   "Nothing  is 
ever  cast  in  concrete". 

9.0  DEVELOPMENT  CONCEPTS 

PLANNING  METHODOGY 

The  general  evaluation  criteria  that  dictated  various  options  and 
trade-offs  within  each  land  use  category  and  led  to  the  Preferred 
Concept  Plan  is  reasonable  and  valid.     Delta  disagrees  however  with 
the  "weight"  and  "priorities"  given  to  certain  criteria  by  the 
goals  and  objectives  of  the  airport  management.     It  is  a  tough 
balance  to  achieve  but  Delta  must  comment  on  the  Preferred  Concept 
Plan  from  an  airline  operational  point  of  view. 

PREFERRED  CONCEPT  PLAN 

WEST  OF  BAYSHORE  PROPERTY 

It  IS  recommended  that  the  Airports  Commission  pursue  studies 
required  to  achieve  approval  of  this  site  for  future  airport 
requirements . 

TERMINAL  AREA 

The  forecast  of  19  to  23  new  gates  cannot  be  met  within  the 
existing  Terminal  Complex.     Delta  has  reviewed  several  alternate 
solutions  including  extension  of  Boarding  Area   'F',  Satellite 
Gates,   and  a  new  International  Arrivals  Building  (1AB)  on  the  East 
side  and  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  existing  Terminal  Complex 
development  started  under  the  Modernration  and  Replacement  Phase 
should  be  continued.     This  would  involve  construction  of  new 
Boarding  Area   'G'   and  expansion  of  Boarding  Areas  'A'   and   'B'  and 
add  approximately  30  gates  to  the  existing  80  gate  complex.  The 
110  gates  is  felt  to  be  about  the  maximum  supportable  under  the 
existing  runway  configuration.     International  gate  capacity  can  be 
increased  by  converting  the  gates  on  the  South  side  of  B/A  "E"  and 
the  North  side  of  B/A  "C"  to  Domestic/International  use  and 
connecting  the  B/A's  to  the  FIS  Facility  in  B/A  'D'  with 
underground  passenger  tunnels.     The  additional  8  gates  would 
maximize  the  available  FIS  processing  capacity. 


TAXIWAYS 

This  item  was  not  discussed  in  Working  Paper   'B'  but  is  vital  to 
the  smooth  operation  of  the  airfield  traffic.     The  basic  existing 
operation  of  the  airport  with  arrivals  on  28L  and  28R  and 
departures  on  1L  and  1R  leads  to  a  "counter-clockwise"  ground 
movement  pattern.     The  existing  peak  hour  queue  lines  on  Taxiways  A 
and  B  awaiting  departure  already  has  an  affect  on  those  carriers 
operating  out  of  the  South  Terminal  Complex.     The  addition  of  30 
additional  gates  will  only  compound  the  existing  queue  pattern  and 
create  additional  ground  control  operational  problems.  Delta 
suggests  that  Taxiways  A  and  B  be  extended  on  both  the  North  and 
South  sides  of  the  Terminal  Complex  and  that  a  connecting  "flyover" 
taxiway  be  developed  spanning  the  airport  entrance  roadway  system 
just  East  of  the  existing  service  road  overpass.     The  operational 
benefits  gained  by  the  flexibility  afforded  ground  traffic  control 
also  benefits  the  traveling  public  with  quicker  "to  the  gate"  taxi 
time  and  the  general  environment  by  less  fumes  generated  by  shorter 
taxi  times, 

CARGO 

Delta  agrees  with  the  two  goals  established  by  Working  Paper  'B': 
1)     Consolidate  cargo  land  use  whenever  possible  to  gain  the 
highest  and  most  efficient  use  of  airport  property  and     2)  Develop 
these  consolidated  land  use  areas  into  building  envelopes  that  can 
accommodate  a  demand-driven  forecast.     Delta  believes  that  although 
the  Preferred  Concept  Plan  replaces  approximately  50%  of  the  Cargo 
building  square  footage,   it  does  not  go  far  enough  in  the  "highest 
and  most  efficient  use  of  property"  category.     It  is  recommended 
that  an  overall  sub-master  plan  be  developed  for  a  Cargo  City 
complex  in  the  triangular  land  use  block  bounded  by  Taxiways  A  and 
B  (North),  Taxiway  R  and  McDonnell  Road.     Efficient  use  of  this 
land  could  provide  enough  support  space  for  all  carrier  cargo  and 
flight  kitchen  requirements  in  a  landscaped  environment  much  more 
esthetically  pleasing  than  propogating  the  existing  Road  R-6 
design.     The  consolidation  of  airline  support  buildings  (except 
maintenance)   in  this  area  also  simplifies  the  trucking  traffic  on 
the  airport  support  roadway  system.     Enough  square  footage  can  be 
developed  in  the  West  Cargo  Area  so  that  the  North  Cargo  Area  can 
be  devoted  to  Flying  Tigers  or  other  carriers  not  requiring 
proximity  to  aircraft  terminal  gates. 

AIRLINE  MAINTENANCE 

It  is  recommended  that  airline  maintenance  facilities  be 
consolidated  in  the  East  Maintenance  Area.     Overflow  could  occur  in 
the  North  Cargo  Area  but  not  in  the  West  Cargo  Area.     This,  of 
course,  would  exclude  United's  Maintenance  Operations  Center. 

AIRLINE  SUPPORT 

Delta  does  not  support  the  construction  of . an  office  building  on 
Plots  C  and  CC.     There  is  sufficient  office  space  available  in  the 
airport  vicinity  and  airport  land  is  much  to  valuable  for  this 
use.     The  proposed  location  of  the  Host  kitchen  on  Plot  50-B1  is 
very  inefficient  from  an  operational  point  of  view.     It  is 
recommended  that  the  Host  kitchen  and  the  United  flight  kitchen 
(and  any  others)  be  consolidated  in  the  Cargo  City  area  mentioned 
earlier  for  easy  access  to  the  aircraft  gates  being  served. 


GENERAL  AVIATION 

Delta  does  not  agree  with  the  location  proposed  for  General 
Aviation  in  Working  Paper   'B'.     As  mentioned  earlier,   the  primary 
departure  activity  occurs  on  Taxiways  A  &  B  at  Runways  1L  and  1R. 
Introducing  light  aircraft  activity  (both  inbound  and  outbound) 
into  this  area  is  considered  dangerous  and  only  compounds 
congestion  and  delays.     Delta  recommends  locating  general  aviation 
facilities  in  the  East  Maintenance  Area  combined  with  the  proposed 
VIP  Mui ti-Purpose  Facility.     Some  exiting  structures  in  the  area 
could  possibly  be  recycled  for  GA  use.     This  location  would  allow 
GA  traffic  to  use  the  outer  taxiways  upon  arrrivals  and  departure 
traffic  could  be  routed  on  the  outer  taxiways  to  the  1L/1R 
departure  areas.     Under  normal  weather  conditions,   it  might  be 
possible  to  have  GA  traffic  use  the  second,  half  of  28R/10L  short  of 
the  intersection   (approximately  5,000'   from  Taxiway  E)  for 
departures.     This  separation  of  traffic  patterns  is  considered  in 
the  best  interest  of  safety  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

NORTH  FIELD  ACCESS  ROAD 

The  realignment  of  Taxiway  C  would  allow  construction  of  a  roadway 
underpass  for  the  extension  of  the  Coast  Guard  Road  through  the 
USCG  Facility  to  the  GA  area  and  the  East  Maintenance  area.  The 
proposed  road  location  in  Working  Paper   'B'  would  also  be 
acceptable . 

RENTAL  CAR  FACILITIES 

The  Preferred  Concept  Plan  shows  the  construction  of  structures  to 
accommodate  rental  car  operations.     It  is  assumed  that  the 
structures  would  enable  the  consolidation  of  the  ready  car  and 
stockpile  areas  for  a  more  efficient  operation.     The  concept  is 
acceptable  but  Delta  believes  the  site  selected  for  this  facility 
could  be  better  utilized  for  the  "fly-over"  taxiway  mentioned 
earlier.     Some  land  area  would  remain  but  the  structural  use  would 
be  limited  due  to  FAA  Requirements  for  "Line  of  Site"  from  the 
tower  to  the  new  taxiway. 

An  alternate  site  for  the  Rental  Car  facility  could  be  developed  by 
relocating  McDonnel  Road  to  consolidate  Plots  C,   CC  and  United 
Cargo.     United  Cargo  would  relocate  to  Cargo  City  mentioned 
earlier.     The  structure  could  be  designed  to  offer  equal  exposure 
to  a  common  drop  off  point  so  that  a  consolidated  single  rental  car 
bus  service  could  serve  the  terminal  complex.     A  later  tie-in  into 
a  people  mover  system  should  also  be  considered. 

PARKING 

The  existing  Long  Term  Parking  Lot  D  should  be  expanded  into  the 
Runway  10L  and  10R  clear  zones  as  much  as  possible  before  expansion 
beyond  Road  R-21.     The  West  of  Bayshore  property  could  possibly  be 
available  for  additional  long  term  parking  by  the  time  expanded  Lot 
'D'   is  maximized.     Additional  short  term  parking  in  the  garage  can 
be  gained  by  relocating  taxi  parking  and  permit  parking  to  the  low 
structures  between  the  terminal  and  the  "flyover"  taxiway. 


Tenant  employee  parking  could  be  consolidated  into  the  "infield" 
area  of  the  Cargo  City  complex  with  an  Airside  bus  service  to  take 
the  burden  off  the  existing  roadway  system. 

AIRPORT  ADMINISTRATION 

Further  consolidation  of  airport  services  administration  is 
required  and  all  functions  not  required  to  be  in  the  terminal 
complex  proper  should  be  relocated.     This  would  ease  the  parking 
load  on  the  courtyards  and  existing  parking  structures.  One 
possible  location  would  be  to  take  over  the  existing  Delta  hangar 
facility  which  has  three  floors  of  office  space  for  administration 
in  addition  to  the  hangar  space  proper  which  could  be  used  by 
Airport  Maintenance.     The  existing  Airport  Engineering  Building 
could  be  saved  for  continued  use. 

TRANSPORTATION  CENTER 

Delta  agrees  that  a  major  weak  link  of  San  Francisco  International 
is  the  terminal  roadway  system.     Major  traffic  back-ups  already 
occur  with  increasing  regularity  and  a  solution  to  this  traffic 
problem  must  be  found.     Working  Paper   'B'   correctly  identifies  the 
need  to  remove  the  bus,  van,  limo,   etc.  commercial  traffic  from  the 
Roadway  system  but  Delta  disagrees  with  the  proposed  Transportation 
Center/People  mover  concept.     The  primary  objections  are:     1)  Cost 
of  installation  of  the  "Loop"  through  a  terminal  complex  not 
designed  for  this  system;     2)     Operation/Maintenance  cost  of  a 
system  with  the  capacity  to  adequately  serve  the  passenger  volume; 
3)     The  inconvenience  to  the  passenger  in  making  several  mode  and 
level  changes. 

The  existing  terminal  complex  was  designed  for  a  future  people 
mover  loop  on  the  sixth  (top)   level  of  the  garage  structure.  The 
garage  and  North  Terminal  also  contain  a  tunnel  right  of  way  for 
Bart  which  was  put  in  place  in  the  early  stages  of  the  last  airport 
expansion.     This  right  of  way  and  the  roof  loop  all  connect  to 
vertical  circulation  cores  aligning  with  each  Boarding  Area. 
Tunnels  from  these  cores  to  the  Boarding  Areas  exist  in  all 
locations  and  over  the  roadway  bridges  connecting  the  cores  to  the 
Terminal  exist  at  Boarding  Areas  E  and  F. 

It  is  recommended  that  this  existing  infrastructure  be  continued 
and  expanded  upon  to  develop  a  transportation  center  on  the  5th  or 
6th  level  of  the  garage.     Exclusive  ramps  from/to  the  existing 
entrance  roadway  system  can  be  developed  to  separate  the  commercial 
traffic  from  the  terminal  passenger  car  traffic.     A  "tighter"  loop 
road  on  the  garage  would  consolidate  the  number  of  stops  and 
baggage  handling  could  be  incorporated  in  bridges  over  the  existing 
roadway  system.     It  is  felt  that  this  would  be  a  much  more  cost 
effective  and  convenient  method  of  taking  care  of  the  passenger 
using  commercial  ground  transportation  at  San  Francisco 
International. 


The  rental  car  bus  discussed  earlier^xan  also  use  this  garage  roof 
loop  until  a  future  people  mover  system  is  installed.     It  is 
envisioned  that  the  system  would  run  from  the  garage  6th  level  loop 
to  the  rental  car  structure  and  then  onto  the  remote  parking 
lot/mass  transit  station  located  West  of  Bayshore  and  then  to 
remote  parking  lot  'D'. 

SUMMARY 

Delta  Air  Lines  Working  Paper  'B'  review  comments  and  recommended 
direction  for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master  Plan 
is  shown  on  the  attached  drawing  SK-D  and  delineated  below: 

1.  Develop  a  "fly-over"  taxiway  over  the  entrance  roadway  system 
to  connect  extended  Taxiways  A  &  B. 

2.  Construct  Boarding  Area  'G'  and  expand  Boarding  Areas  'A' 
and  'B'  to  add  approximately  30  gates  to  the  existing  SFO 
80  gate  complex. 

3.  Develop  a  "Cargo  City"  complex  to  consolidate  carrier  cargo 
facilities,  flight  kitchens,  and  mail  facility. 

M.      Develop  a  rental  car  structure  to  consolidate  this  function 
on  airport  property. 

5.  Develop  additional  structured  parking  between  the  existing 
terminal  complex  and  the  flyover  taxiway  to  accommodate  taxis 
and  permit  parking. 

6.  Develop  the  East  Maintenance  Area  for  consolidation  of  airline 
maintenance  hangars. 

7.  Develop  the  area  between  the  East  Maintenance  Area  and  the 
Coast  Guard  Air  Station  for  General  Aviation  and  the  VIP 
Multi-Purpose  Facility. 

8.  Consolidate  the  airport  administration/maintenance  functions 
to  relieve  space  and  parking  within  the  terminal  complex. 

9.  Maximize  the  size  of  remote  parking  lot   'D'   and  develop 
additional  remote  parking  West  of  Bayshore. 

10.  Develop  a  Transportation  Center  on  the  5th/6th  level  of  the 
garage  with  exclusive  roadways  for  commercial  vehicle  traffic. 

11.  Plan  for  a  future  people  mover  system  to  connect  the  Transpor- 
tation Center,   Rental  Car  Facility,  Mass  Transit  Station,  and 
Remote  Parking  Lots. 


RESPONSE  TO  DELTA  AIRLINES 


General 

Delta's  proposal  for  an  overall  reconfiguration  of  land  use 
elements,  differing  from  the  preferred  concept  plan,  has  merit. 
The  merit  lies  in  the  logical/functional  relationship  of  land  use 
elements.  However,  Delta's  plan  is  significantly  deficient  in  the 
following  areas: 

1)  The  terminal  and  West  Landside  elements  are  arranged  and 
focused  upon  the  "Fly  Over  Taxiway  Bridge".  In  essence  the 
"Fly  Over  Taxiway  Bridge"  is  the  focal  point  of  the  plan 
disregarding  many  other  priority  and  critical  elements  of 
effective  airport  planning. 

2)  The  sizing  of  functional  elements  does  not  relate  to  the 
forecast  demand  requirements  for  facilities  and  operational 
areas. 

3)  Support  systems,  such  as  the  people  mover  system,  are 
incomplete.  The  people  mover  system  shown  does  not  satisfy 
the  ground  access  and  passenger  service  and  convenience  level 
criteria  of  a  rental  car/transportation  center. 

4)  No  consideration  is  given  to  the  cost  effectiveness  of 
maintaining  existing  facilities.  In  essence,  the  plan  assumes 
a  carte  blanche  development  of  a  clean  site. 

5)  The  plan  imposes  a  disadvantage  to  other  air  carriers  and  does 
not  provide  for  replacement  facilities. 

8.0     Facility  Requirements 

The  Master  Plan  scope  of  work  concentrated  on  the  landside  element. 
However,  the  airside  was  studied  for  forecast  demand  and  capacity 
based  on  the  knowledge  that  a  balance  between  these  two  elements 
is  necessary. 

9 . 0     Development  Concepts 


West  of  Bayshore 

The  Airports  Commission  is  pursuing  studies  for  the  long-term 
development  of  the  West  of  Bayshore.  However,  these  studies  are 
linked  to  a  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  study  and  Section  lOA  permit 
process  required  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Fish  &  Game  for 
endangered  species.  The  Section  lOA  permit  process  takes  at  least 
two  years,  and  although  the  outcome  of  this  study  is  unknown  at 
this  time,  the  Master  Plan  has  been  designed  and  is  flexible  enough 
to  accommodate  the  availability  of  the  West  of  Bayshore  for  future 
airport  development. 


Terminal  Area 


The  preferred  concept  follows  Delta's  recommendations,  however  a 
change  in  the  International  Terminal  Complex  Concept  is  being 
pursued.     See  Section  IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  document  for  details. 


Taxiways 

See  discussion  on  Airfield  Improvements  in  Section  IV,  Appendix  B 
of  this  document. 


Cargo 

See  General  Response  to  Delta  Airlines. 


Airline  Maintenance 

The  preferred  concept  plans  follow  Delta's  recommendations. 


Airline  Support 


See  General  Response  to  Delta  Air  Lines. 


General  Aviation 

See  response  to  Butler  Aviation  in  Section  II  and  discussion  on 
Airfield  Improvements  in  Section  IV,  Appendix  B  of  this  document. 


North  Access  Road 

A  roadway  underpass  is  unnecessary  and  unjustified  costwise  since 
the  proposed  road  location  in  Working  Paper  'B'  can  be 
accomplished. 

Rental  Car  Facilities 

See  General  Response  to  Delta  Air  Lines. 
Parking 

The  recommendation  of  expanded  parking  in  Lot  D  is  noteworthy.  We 
are  planning  to  deck  Lot  D  and  develop  an  additional  parking  area  - 
Lot  DD  west  of  the  United  M.O.C.  parking  lot.  The  objective  is  not 
to  expand  parking  beyond  R-21  which  would  affect  Delta  facilities 
unless  absolutely  necessary  in  the  long-term. 


Airport  Administration 


All  studies  to  date  indicate  consolidation  of  Airport 
Administration  and  staff  in  one  area  to  enable  the  staff  to  operate 
more  effectively  and  free  up  other  areas  of  the  airport  and 
terminal  for  better  and  more  cost  effective  uses. 


Transportation  Center 

See  General  Response  to  Delta  Air  Lines.  The  original  concept  of 
fifteen  years  ago  for  a  people  mover  system  was  evaluated  before 
the  people  mover  concept  was  proposed  in  Working  Paper  'B'.  Our 
initial  studies  indicate  that  the  old  concept  may  not  be  as  cost 
effective  as  perceived  and  more  importantly,  it  does  not  provide 
the  passenger  convenience  and  service  levels  required.  The 
Transportation  Center  on  the  5th  and  6th  floors  of  the  garage  is 
unsatisfactory  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)  There  is  insufficient  area  to  accommodate  the  people  mover 
system  and  rental  car/transportation  facility  requirements. 

2)  The  garage  is  not  structurally  designed  for  additional  loading 
that  would  be  required.  The  additional  restructuring,  if  it 
could  be  reasonably  accomplished,  would  be  extremely  costly. 

The  preferred  concept  plan  proposes  phased  development  of  the 
people  mover  system  to  connect  all  vital  areas  on  the  airport. 
(Refer  to  Preferred  Concept  Plan,  Figures  9.6  and  9.8  in  Working 
Paper  ' B ' ) . 


FLYING 

TIGERS 


FLYING  TIGERS 


7401  WORLD  WAY  WEST 
LOS  ANGELES.  CA  90009 


September  30,  1988 


Mr,  John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

RE;    Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  "B" 
Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Flying  Tigers  has  the  following  comments  which  relate  to  the  planned 
development  of  the  North  Field  Cargo  Area  and  the  location  of  the  Mail 
Facility. 

1.  Conatructlon  of  Tvo-Lnne  Access  Road  along  Taxiway  C,  adjacent  to 
water  front:    Flying  Tigers  is  opposed  to  this  construction  it  it 
will  interfere  with  the  use-  of  Taxiway  C,  given  the  current 
configuration    of  the  North  Field  Cargo  Area. 

2.  Development  of  Plot  50A:     Flying  Tigers  wishes  to  ensure  that  the 
near-term  development  of  this  plot  will  coincide  with  the  lorig-tem: 
plan  for  development  of  the  North  Field  Cargo  Area  as  noted  in  Fig 
9.2,  Panel  A-2. 

3.  Mail  Facility:     Flying  Tigers  prefers  that  it  remain  in  ir^  existing 


In  the  event  we  cari  provide  additional  input  with  respect  to  the  t^^ortgoing , 
please  advise  at  your  convenience. 


location. 


Sincerely, 


Senior  Project  Engineer 
Terminal  Planning 


MR/dsm 


300/300121 


SH3DI1  DM  Aid 


1036  9^9  CI30 
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RESPONSE  TO  FLYING  TIGERS 


The  construction  of  a  two  lane  road  along  Taxiway  C  will  not 
interfere  with  the  use  of  Taxiway  C.  Discussions  with  Flying 
Tigers  in  October  1988  on  the  necessary  facility  modifications 
and  reconfiguration  of  aircraft  parking  will  confirm  this. 


The  near  and  short-term  plans  for  Plot  50A  are  complimentary. 


The  mail  facility  is  planned  to  remain  in  its  current 
location. 


UAPAN  AIR  LINES 

P.O.  BOX  8025 
AIRPORT  BRANCH 

SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94128 


October  6,  1988 


Ml  - .    JO  ill)   C  'j&T  as 
Cuief   Pioje<;-r  Manager 
C  on s  t  rue  t  i  oil  and  Piannina 
AIRPORTS  COMMISSION" 

San  Francisco  Internationai  Airport 
San   Francisco,    CA     .9  4  128 

Re:      SFI.A  Master  Plan   Working  Paper  "B" 
Dear  Mr  .    (.  OS  t  as  : 

Wi  tn   reference    to   t;he"   abo\  e  liocument  ,    Japan  Air   Lines   has  r.lie 
following  comments: 

1.  Since   Japan  .Aii-   Lines   has    in\ested  very  consiaerabie  monies  m 
the  building  ot  an  exceiient    "cargo'    facility  whicii   in  our 
opinion  aiso  enhanL-es   the  airport   o\"eraii  ,    (ve   ha\  e  concern 
regarding   tlie  iemote  iong-i-ange  possibility  ot  the  elimina- 
tion of   rhis    facility.      We,    of  course,    expect   thai.    ti\e  .Aiiport 
uould   in   such  an  exent  ua  1  i  t  >" ,    pro\'ide  ^-ithout   cost   to  J.AL, 
equal   oi-   bettej.    facilities   at   a  comparable  location. 

2.  While  u-^'   realize  tne  serious  need  for  additional   gate  faci^ii- 
t.ies    for   the    IiiVtri  nar  ional   operations   and  welcome   tne   piop  jsed 
boarding  area    "'£"   plans,    ^-e  note  with  some  concern   that  tiie 
plan  calls   for  no  addi  tonal   or  corresponding  expansion  oi  tiie 
FIS  area  and  u-ouid  hope  that   this  would  also  be  considered. 

The  abo\"e  comments   are   submitted   in   order   to  meet   tiie  deadline 
mi-nt  loi'ied   in  your  C'^mmun  i  cat  i  on  ,    iiou-ever,    in  x'le^^  of   tne  \ery 
snort    time    fiame   betu-een  distribution  of   this   aocumeut   and  tne 
C'jmmenT    deadline,    u-e   >^oujd   lai\e   to  be  on   record   rnat    Japan  .Ail" 
Lines   may,    at    a   later  aate,    provide   you  u'lth   further  •..■omments 
after  pui  usai    bv  '>ur  Head  uffices   in  Toi\yo,    and  uould   f  rust 
these  (?omments  v-^culd  be  acceotea  and  coiisidered  at   rnat  time. 

Your  cooperation   in  accoidme  us   this  opportunity  is  grn'atiy 
apprec  i  ated . 


v'ery  truly  yours, 


JAPAN  AIR   LINES   'OMPANV.  LTD. 


Kiyoshi  Ic-hikaua 
Station  Manacer 
San   Francisco  AirO'.-rt 


FM/  t 


cc  :  Mr 
Mr 
Mr 


Louis    Fuipen/SFIA  Fjirectors  of  .Airports 

'\  .    Abe/ JAL-SFOPSZ 

T  .    'Mat  suiv  1  /  J  AL-SFt'FS7, 


RESPONSE  TO  JAPAN  AIR  LINES 


It  is  agreed  that  Japan  Air  Lines  has  an  excellent  and 
relatively  new  cargo  facility.  Unfortunately,  our  initial 
planning  studies  indicate  that  the  siting  of  this  facility  on 
Plot  50A  hinders  an  effective  cargo  development  of  this  area. 
Consequently,  the  preferred  concept  shows  the  elimination  of 
the  Japan  Air  Lines  facility.  However,  when  a  detailed  cargo 
development  program  is  pursued,  after  adoption  of  the  Master 
Plan,  new  opportunities  may  provide  for  maintaining  Japan  Air 
Lines  cargo  facility  in  place.  If  this  is  not  the  case,  the 
Airport  will  provide,  at  no  cost  to  Japan  Air  Lines, 
comparable  facilities.  These  comparable  facilities  are 
expected  to  be  in  the  same  location  on  Plot  50. 


See  revised  International  Terminal  Complex  Concept  in  Section 
IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  document. 


Lufthansa 


Deutsche  Lufthansa  Aktiengesellschaft 
Flughafen-Bereich  West,  D-6000  Frankfurt/M.  75 


Ihre  Zeichen 
Your  Ref. 


Unsere  Zeichen/Datum 
OurRef./Date 


Telefon-Durchw. 
Telephone-Ext. 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Chief  Project  Manager 
Construction  and  Planning 


FRAOG  33 
bek/a 

Dec.  5,  1988 
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Airport  Commission 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Dear  Mr.  Costas, 


With  reference  to  the  SFIA  Master  Plan  Working  Paper  "B"  from  July  1988 
Lufthansa  German  Airlines  has  the  following  comments  and  suggestions 
respectively: 

We  agree  that  it  is  necessary  to  think  about  the  future  growth  of  the 
international  traffic  at  SFO  because  we  realize  a  serious  need  for 
additional  facilities. 

We  appreciate  the  decision  to  convert  Terminal  E  for  International 
Operations,  because  it  is  situated  directly  next  to  the  existing 
International  Terminal. 

Indeed  there  are  already  now  a  lot  of  bottle-necks  in  Terminal  D  especially 
the  baggage-system  and  the  Immigration  and  Customs  area. 

Therefore,  we  do  not  see  the  possibility  as  shown  in  your  proposal  to  use  the 
existing  limited  FIS  facilities  also  for  the  additional  gates  from  Concourse  E. 
Also  the  large  distance  from  the  E-gates  to  the  FIS-area  in  Terminal  D  might  be 
a  problem  both  for  passengers  and  for  security  reasons. 

As  shown  below  we  see  two  alternatives: 

Alternative  A: 

SFIA  has  to  enlarge  the  existing  FIS-area  towards  Concourse  E  and  build 
additional  facilities  for  baggage-claims,  Immigration  and  Customs. 

The  advantage  of  this  suggestion  is  to  use  only  one,  but  a  sufficient  FIS-area. 

The  disadvantage  may  be  building  and  construction  problems. 

Alternative  B: 

SFIA  has  to  build  an  extra,  completely  independent  FIS-area  in  Concourse  E. 


Gesellschattsrechtliche  Angaben, 


Lufthansa 


Deutsche  Lufthansa  Aktiengesellschaft  IhreZeichen  Unsere  Zeichen/Datum  Telefon-Durchw. 

Flughafen-Bereich  West,  D-6000  Frankfurt/M.  75  Your  Ref.  Our  Ref./Date  Telephone-Ext. 

Mr.  John  Costas  -2-  December  5,  1988 

San  Francisco 


The  advantage  will  be  that  there  is  no  new  building  necessary  but  it  has  to  be 
proved  whether  the  existing  departure  and  arrival  level  could  be  rebuild  for 
safe,  regular  operations  according  to  the  existing  laws  and  codes. 

We  are  very  interested  in  more  detailed  discussion  and  comments. 

We  appreciate  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  cooperate  with  you  in  this  very 
important  project. 


Sincerely, 


Deutsche  Lufthansa  Aktiengesellschaft 
Projekt  Manager 
Airport  and  Terminal  Planning 


Gesellschaftsrechtliche  Ang«b«n, 


RESPONSE  TO  LUFTHANSA 


See  discussion  on  revised  International  Terminal  Complex  Concept 
in  Section  IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  document. 
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NORTHWEST  AIRLINES.  INC.  •  WORLD  HEADQUARTERS  •  2700  LONE  OAK  PARKWAY"  •  EAGAN.  MINNESOTA 


MAILING  ADDRESS;  MINNEAPOLIS /ST  PAUL  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 
ST  PAUL.  MINNESOTA  55111  •  USA 


October  17,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 

Airports  Commission 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  John: 

At  the  Airport's  request  following  are  Northwest's  comments  to  Working  Paper  B 
of  the  Airport's  efforts  to  develop  a  new  Master  Plan  for  SFO  International 
Airport. 

1.  There  is  no  discussion  of  Airfield  inprovements.    Questions  that  immediately 
come  to  mind  are  additional  runways,  taxiways  and  runway  lenthenings  into 
the  Bay.  Airside  congestion  needs  attention  and  particularly  in  li^t  of 
proposed  terminal  expansions. 

2.  The  conversion  of  Boarding  Area  E  to  an  additional  International  facility 
needs  to  be  accompanied  by  an  FIS  ejqjansion.    Two  hour  waits  in  existing 
facilities  are  far  too  common.    In  addition,    an  International  Boarding 
Area  E  must  be  a  common  use  facility  as  is  the  current  Boarding  Area  D. 

4.  (a)    Passencfer  Enplanements.    The  Airport's  forecast  of  50%  growth  in 
enplanement ' s  for  the  10  year  period  1986  -  1996  is  subject  to  annual 
variations  (as  with  any  10  year  forecast) .    Ecm  does  the  phasing  of  the 
proposed  passenger  facilities  correlate  to  grcvrt±i  estimates,  i.e.  if 
passenger  growth  is  less  than  anticipated  vdiat  would  trigger  Concourses 
A,  B  and  G  inodificatioiVconstruction? 

(b)    The  esqjansion  of  Boarding  Areas  A  and  B  and  the  construction  of  G 
should  be  tied  to  specific  airline  agreements  to  lease  such  space  in 
advance.    There  is  a  potential  of  over-expansion.    See  4(a) . 

5.  The  current  SFO  Noise  Regulation  has  the  potential  to  reduce  growth  of 
all  SFO  frei(^t  activity.    Forecasts  of  future  freight  growth  need  closer 
examination  as  to  their  inpact  on  facilitation. 

6.  General  Aviation  should  be  encouraged  to  use  reliever  airports  at  SPO. 

7.  The  transit  system  presented  is  conceptual  in  nature.    It  needs 
additional  refinement  before  inclusion  in  the  Master  Plan. 


October  17,  1988 
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Should  you  have  any  questions  please  contact  me  at  your  own  convenience. 
Sincerely, 


Daniel  R.  DeBord 

Regional  Manager  -  Properties 

612/726-3585 

cc:    L.  A.  Turpen 
R.  J.  Ihome 


DRD/lme 
le914-12 


RESPONSE  TO  NORTHWEST  AIRLINES 


1)      See    discussion    on    Airfield    Improvements    in    Section  IV, 
Appendix  B  of  this  document. 


2)       See    discussion    on    Revised    International    Terminal  Complex 
Concept  in  Section  IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  document. 


4)  The  plan  is  only  a  guide  to  optimize  development  of  facilities 
to  meet  demand.  The  implementation  and  phasing  programs  for 
these  facilities  is  tied  to  the  demand  forecasts.  However, 
actual  development  of  facilities  is  driven  by  actual,  not 
forecast  demand,  given  sufficient  lead  time  to  design  and 
build  so  that  facilities  are  in  place  when  needed.  Agreements 
to  lease  space  will  occur  no  later  than  during  programming  and 
initial  design  of  facilities. 


5)  The  Master  Plan  Cargo  forecasts  were  compared  with  forecasts 
in  the  SFO  Noise  Regulation  and  a  significant  correlation 
exists  substantiating  facility  development. 


6)  The  current  Airport  Commission's  policy  is  not  to  encourage 
General  Aviation  growth  at  San  Francisco  International 
Airport.     General  Aviation  facilities  are  not  being  expanded. 


7)  The  people  mover  system  must  be  shown  conceptually  as  it  is 
an  integral  element  of  the  ground  access  system  for  movement 
of  passengers  and  employees.  It  must  be  shown  as  part  of  the 
Master  Plan.     Further  refinement  will  be  accomplished. 


OJtMTaS 


Ref.  MTP.88 

October  2h ,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 

Senior  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Planning  and  Construction 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  CA  9^128 

Dear  John: 

I  am  responding  with  comments  to  the  Airport's  Master  Plan  Working  Paper  B. 
I  would  like  to  address  the  plan  conceptually  and  mention  some  specific 
comments. 

A.  Terminal  Area  -  Provision  should  obviously  be  made  to  address  the  pro- 

posed growth  in  operations,  passengers  and  aircraft  size  projected  for 
the  future.     Current  delays  in  the  FIS  area  of  up  to  2  hours,  the 
impending  use  of  the  and  peak  period  lack  of  gates  are  3  near 

term  issues  not  addressed  in  the  paper.     In  the  long  tenri,  construction 
of  Boarding  Area  G  and  expansion  of  international  operations  will  help. 
However,  more  gates  without  increased  FIS  area  will  only  shift  the 
bottleneck  instead  of  removing  it.     I  would  recommend  you  get  together 
with  the  international  carriers  before  going  forward. 

B.  Hardstand  -  Collateral  to  the  above  is  the  need  for  increased  aircraft 

parking,  both  for  resting  aircraft,  maintenance  and  operating  needs. 
Remote  pads  with  bus  operations  while  inconvenient,  are  cost  effective, 
permitted  by  customs  at  LAX  and  could  alleviate  some  near  term  con- 
gestion.    Aircraft  parking  has  always  been  a  problem  in  San  Francisco 
and  the  lack  of  remote  stands  or  penalty  boxes  requires  waiting  on  taxi- 
ways  and  creates  a  geometric  growth  in  congestion.     Your  proposed  plan 
appears  to  reduce  aircraft  hardstand. 

C.  Cargo  -  While  the  airport  has  developed  hodge-podge  like  many  major 

cities,  ajid  the  need  for  cargo  planning  is  strong,  the  proposed  plans 
only  minimally  address  cargo  needs  despite  what  appears  to  be  a  major 
expenditure  in  funds.  How  many  additional  square  feet  of  cargo  space 
will  the  plan  develop  and  at  what  overall  cost? 

D.  Maintenance  -  While  maintenance  needs  are  addressed,  location  could  pose 

a  problem.     In  terms  of  major  aircraft  maintenance,  traditionally  very 
little  is  performed  on  the  West  Coast  while  many  facilities  exist 
throughout  America  for  this  geographically  benign  function.    Thus,  the 


Qantas  Airways  Limited  (Incorporated  in  Queensland)  360  Post  Street.  San  Francisco.  CA  94108 
Telephone:  (415)445-1400  Telex  3-4745  Telegraphic  Qantas  SFO 
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maintenance  functions  in  San  Francisco  primarily  focuses  on  repair  of 
ground  equipment  and  necessary  line  maintenance  of  aircraft.     Both  of 
these  functions  necessitate  parts  storage  and  shops  as  near  the  Terminal 
Complex  as  possible. 

E.      Support  -  There  already  exists  a  substantial  need  to  provide  adequate 

fuel  storage  capacity,  upgrade  and  modernization  of  fuel  delivery  systems, 
equipment  staging  and  employee  parking  areas.     Not  addressing  these 
issues  is  like  buying  an  old  house  in  San  Francisco  vithout  parking  - 
now  that  you  own  it,  you  can't  get  to  it  and  nothing  works.  Seriously, 
fuel  is  the  blood  of  the  airline  industry  and  the  primary  storage  and 
delivery  systems  in  San  Francisco  are  already  suspect.     Elimination  of 
the  day  storage  tanks  as  proposed  (and  I  agree  they  should  be  removed) 
will  result  in  the  aircraft  absorbing  fuel  faster  than  it  can  be  pumped 
to  the  Terminal  Complex.     One  suggestion  would  be  to  install  new  lines 
along  the  perimeter  of  the  MOC  and  Road  R-3,  thus  skirting  the  airfield 
and  reducing  costs  and  delays. 

Some  specific  comments  are  as  follows: 

1.  Can  the  Host  commissary  be  moved  off -Airport?     Currently  they  perform  no 
aircraft  catering. 

2.  Why  re-do  Plot  50  and  demolish  the  existing  JAL  hangar?    All  carriers  will 
be  forced  to  pay  for  this  costly  approach. 

3.  Can  you  continue  to  work  on  relocating  the  USCG  facility? 

k.    Why  a  500  seat  VIP  facility?    This  area  could  be  a  remote  terminal  or 
general  aviation  terminal. 

5.  Elimination  of  the  Delta  Plot  12  facility  will  have  a  severe  impact  on  air- 
craft parking  needs,  not  to  mention  the  expense  of  replacing  a  facility 
with  a  long  remaining  useful  life. 

6.  Cargo  city,  along  Road  R-6,  appears  to  offer  no  major  increase  in  square 
footage  over  the  existing  configuration.     Also,  have  you  looked  at  relocat- 
ing the  Airport  functions  on  Plot  11  to  a  remote  area  and  convert  Plot  11 
to  airline  use. 

7.  With  the  inclusion  of  Boarding  Area  E  to  the  international  operations  area, 
I  suggest  the  time  is  right  to  expand  the  current  FIS  area  by  expanding  the 
throat  of  Boarding  Area  D.     We  could  then  return  to  the  2  step  process  with 
immigration  first,  then  baggage  claim,  then  customs  clearance,  and  better 
"pace"  the  flow  of  inbound  traffic  while  increasing  overall  capacity. 


Ref.  MTP.88 
October  2h,  1988 
Page  Three 


8.  I  strongly  support  the  eventual  removal  of  the  hazardous  day  storage  tanks. 
However,  again  I  would  like  to  request  that  General  Aviation  he  moved  as 
fax  away  from  the  Temiinal  Complex  and  jet  operating  areas  as  possible. 

9.  Other  support  requirements  are  the  needs  for  additional  tricherators  eind 
international  trash  burn  stations.  These  items  are  in  high  demand  today 
and  their  need  should  increase  with  international  traffic  growth. 

10.     A  final  note  is  the  need  for  coordination  in  implementing  the  plan  and 

providing  interim  operational  facilities.     This  is  especially  true  since 
Qantas  GSE  and  cargo  functions  will  both  be  eliminated  by  your  plans . 

Please  call  if  I  can  shed  any  light  on  these  comments  for  you.     In  the  mean- 
time, I  will  continue  to  discuss  the  plan  with  the  other  international  carriers 
to  develop  their  comments  and  their  support  for  going  forward. 


Very  truly  yours , 


Jerome  A.  Copelan 
Property  &  Facilities  Mauiager, 
The  Americas 


JAC : af 


cc  : 


Kevin  Sargent , 

Vice  President  Ground  Services,  The  Americas 


RESPONSE  TO  OANTAS  AIRWAYS  LIMITED 


A)       See    discussion    on    Revised    International    Terminal  Complex 
Concept  in  Section  IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  document. 


B)       See  Table  8.1  and  Figure  9.10  of  Working  Paper  'B*. 
Hardstands  are  increased  from  the  existing  9  to  15. 


C)  See  Table  8.1  of  Working  Paper  'B'.  Cargo  area  is  increased 
from  existing  659,000  square  feet  to  1,121,000  square  feet. 
This  is  based  on  the  forecast  demand,  in  part,  from  the 
airlines  and  all  cargo  carriers.  A  summary  "Rough  Order  of 
Magnitude"  costs  are  indicated  in  Chapter  10  of  Working  Paper 
•B' . 


D)  The  United  Airlines  Maintenance  Operations  Center  at  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  is  one  of  the  largest  full 
service  major  aircraft  maintenance  facilities  in  the  United 
States.  The  American  Airlines  Super  Bay  Hangar  is  used  to 
perform  everything  from  line  to  major  aircraft  maintenance  as 
well  as  contract  maintenance  work.  The  only  line  maintenance 
facility  close  to  the  terminal  complex  is  the  United  Air  Lines 
Service  Center,  to  be  relocated  as  agreed  by  United  Air  Lines, 
to  a  remote  airline  maintenance  area.  Close  in  proximity  to 
the  terminal  complex  of  line  maintenance  and  general  equipment 
service  facilities  has  to  compete  with  higher  priority 
facilities.  Unfortunately,  the  limitation  on  valuable  real 
estate  around  the  terminal  complex  has  precluded  this  facility 
development  at  this  location.  The  only  possible  exception  is 
the  availability  of  space  in  the  West  Cargo  Area  after 
satisfying  cargo  demand. 

E)  See  response  to  Chevron,  Section  III  B  of  this  document. 


Specific  Comments: 

1.  Moving  the  Host  Commissary  off-airport   is  an  option  to  be 
considered. 

2.  See    response    to    Japan    Air    Lines,    Section    III    A    of  this 
document . 


3.  The  Airport  will  continue  to  pursue  relocating  the  U.  S.  Coast 
Guard  station  but  only  off-airport.  However,  a  long  history 
of  attempts  has  proved  unsuccessful.  Without  guarantee  of 
removal  of  this  facility  the  Master  Plan  successfully  works 
around  this  facility. 

4.  The  referenced  VIP  facility  is  a  multi-function  airport 
operations  facility  with  functions  and  justifications 
described  on  Page  8.8  of  Working  Paper  'B'. 

5.  See  response  to  Delta  Air  Lines,  Section  III  A  of  this 
document . 

6.  See  response  to  Item  C  above,  we  have  considered  relocation 
of  Airport  Maintenance  Facilities  but  found  it  to  be 
impractical  and  not  cost  effective. 

7.  See  revised  International  Terminal  Complex  Concept  in  Section 
IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  document. 

8.  See  response  to  Butler  Aviation  in  Section  II  and  discussion 
on  Airfield  Improvements  in  Section  IV,  Appendix  B  of  this 
document . 

9.  Tricherators  and  international  trash  burn  stations  are  a 
detailed  facility  requirement  to  be  considered  during 
programming  and  design  of  the  major  functional  facilities. 

10.  An  implementation  and  phasing  plan  will  be  covered  in  Working 
Paper  'C  -  Draft  Master  Plan. 


September  27,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Airports  Commission 
City  &  County 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


RE:     WORKING  PAPER  "B" 

AIRPORT  MASTER  PLAN 


Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

As  directed  by  Mr.  Turpen,  we  are  providing  to  you  our  comments  in 
connection  the  subject  report. 

Our  primary  area  of  concern  is  the  implication  in  the  report  that 
ground  facilities  required  by  airlines  for  servicing  of  every 

aircraft  terminal  gate           particularly  in  the  case  of  "top-off" 

cargo    will  be  located  in  the  future  north  of  the  terminal 

complex.     This  is  of  concern  to  TWA,  obviously,  since  our  aircraft 
operation  in  Boarding  Area  "B"  is  farthest  south  from  the  suggested 
future  area  to  the  north.     We  question  the  need  to  eliminate, 

ultimately,  the  ground  area  to  the  south  that  we  use  today    and 

which  we  perceive  even  your  consultant  believes  more  logical  for 
servicing  Boarding  Area  "B"  gates.     In  addition,  we  find  nothing  in 
the  report  about  the  feasibility  of  all  airlines  conducting  such 

operations  from  the  north           bearing  in  mind  airfield  service  road 

capabilities  and  equipment /man-hour  requirements  for  the  airlines. 

First,  as  to  the  need  to  eliminate  use  of  our  existing  area,  the 
report  indicates  that  our  area  will  be  required  "to  allow  for 
construction  of  new  taxiways  and  aircraft  hardstand  areas  and  provide 
for  required  aircraft  clearances  and  the  additional  gates  to  meet 
forecast  demand  for  the  long-term."    But  "hardstand  positions",  as 
noted  in  the  report,  need  not  be  located  near  the  terminal. 
Conversely,  the  consultant  states  that  airline  cargo  top-off  is  "best 
accommodated  in  a  facility  that  has  convenient  airside  access  for 
delivery  of  cargo  to  and  from  the  terminal  area  and  that  has 
convenient  landside  access  for  pickups  and  deliveries  by  surface 
vehicles . 
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To  access  our  south  terminal  gates  in  Boarding  Area  "B"  from  a 
service  facility  located  a  fair  distance  north  of  the  terminal 
complex  hardly  would  be  convenient.     Similarly,  compare  TWA's 
existing  ground  site  as  to  pickups  and  deliveries  by  surface  vehicles 
with  that  for  the  proposed  site  to  the  north.     It  is  obvious  that 
more  traffic  "hours"  will  be  required  in  the  case  of  the  latter  (in 
addition  to  the  increase  for  the  airlines  already  mentioned). 

Your  consultant  was  directed  "to  consolidate  cargo  land  uses  whenever 
possible  to  gain  the  highest  and  most  efficient  use  of  airport 
property."     (Underlining  ours.)     In  the  case  of  our  existing  site  (as 
well  as  the  adjacent  Pan  Am  property  along  the  same  public  roadway), 
use  for  remote  aircraft  hardstands  versus  multiple  airline  top-off 
cargo  facilities  to  serve  aircraft  gates  on  the  south  side  of  the 
terminal  complex  is  not  justified. 

It  goes  without  saying  as  well  that  a  future  need  for  additional 
gates  at  Boarding  Areas  "A"  and  "B"  may  not  materialize,  or  may  not 
require  as  much  ground  space  as  indicated  in  the  report.     In  any 
event,  from  the  report  we  are  unable  to  confirm  judgements  apparently 
made  as  to  how  much  ground  space  such  additional  gates  would 
require.     Whatever  the  case,  continued  use  of  existing  ground  sites 
for  higher  and  more  efficient  purposes,  as  now  being  done,  should 
continue  until  clear  and  timely  need  to  change  exists. 

John,  we  cannot  help  but  question  the  wisdom  and  propriety  of 
selecting,  for  future  General  Aviation  use,  a  part  of  the  same  ground 
area  in  question  to  the  south  of  the  terminal  complex.  Your 
consultant  remarks  that  a  December  1987  study  recommended  a  50% 
reduction  of  G.A.  aircraft  at  SFIA,  but  that  your  policy  has  been  to 
maintain  the  current  level.     Ironically,  the  consultant  then  implies 
(Page  8.7)  that  relocating  G.A.  to  a  part  of  our  ground  area  will 
free  up  land  to  the  north  of  the  terminal  for  use  requiring  proximity 
to  the  terminal.     The  land  to  the  north  so  made  available,  as  you 
know,  is  part  of  the  very  property  that  would  deny  us  reasonable 
proximity  to  our  terminal  gates  if  we  are  forced  to  discontinue  using 
our  present  site. 
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We  respectfully  request  that  our  comments  herein  be  incorporated  in 
the  record  and  accepted  when  the  next  step  in  developing  a  Master 
Plan  is  undertaken. 


Very  truly  yours, 


John  W.  Westad 
Regional  Director 
Properties  &  Facilities 


JWW:Car 


RESPONSE  TO  TRANS  WORLD  AIRLINES 


The  Master  Plan  does  not  imply  nor  specifically  state  that  all 
airlines  will  be  conducting  their  maintenance  facilities  in  the 
planned  North  Airline  Maintenance  Area.  Please  refer  to  Working 
Paper  'B',  Chapter  8,  Page  8.5  and  8.6  subparagraph  -  "Airline 
Maintenance"  for  an  accurate  recommendation.  The  long  term  plan 
does  call  for  the  relocation  of  TWA's  Hangar  Facilities  on  Plot  3 
to  a  probable  location  on  the  North  Field  or  on  the  West  Field  area 
near  cargo.  The  implementation  and  phasing  program  in  the  upcoming 
Working  Paper  'C  -  Draft  Master  Plan  is  to  identify  the  location. 
However,  as  a  consequence  of  the  revised  International  Terminal 
Complex  Concept  (see  Section  IV,  Appendix  A)  and  in  light  of  TWA's 
noteworthy  comments  and  the  demand  for  TWA's  area  to  support  the 
Terminal  Gate  System,  TWA's  Plot  3  area  requires  further  study. 
With  regard  to  the  location  of  General  Aviation  Facilities,  see 
response  to  Butler  Aviation  in  Section  II  A  and  discussion  on 
Airfield  Improvements,  Section  IV,  Appendix  B. 


UniTED  AIRLinES 

October  28,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Assistant  Administrator 
and  Chief  Project  Manager 
Planning  &  Construction 
San  Francisco  Int'l.  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Re:    Airport  Master  Plan 
Worlcina  Paper  "B«« 

Dear  John: 

First,  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  again  thank  your 
office  and  the  Director  of  Airports  for  giving  the  airlines, 
including  United,  an  additional  thirty  days  to  review  and 
prepare  comments  on  Working  Paper  "B"  of  the  Airport  Master 
Plan.     This  additional  time  has  been  very  useful  in  helping 
United  prepare  meaningful  input  to  the  City's  planning 
process.     Transitioning  from  the  City's  successful  comple- 
tion of  the  M&R  Program  to  the  next  long-term  phase  of 
development  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  is 
clearly  an  important,  complex  and  critical  planning  effort 
which  deserves  the  most  extensive  evaluation. 

Although  our  detailed  comments  on  Working  Paper  "B"  are  set 
forth  in  Attachment  "A"  hereto,  I  want  to  highlight,  up 
front,  some  of  United 's  concerns  about  certain  development 
concepts  proposed  in  Working  Paper  "B". 

1.  United  opposes  the  proposed  construction  of  a  Rental 
Car/Transportation  Center  and  associated  roadways  in 
between  and  adjacent  to  the  Terminal  Area  entrance 
roadway  and  surrounding  aircraft  apron  areas.  We 
believe  that  such  a  facility  in  that  location  would 
create  unmanageable  congestion  in  the  core  of  the 
Terminal  Area  and  further,  that  this  land  should  be 
reserved  for  possible  future  passenger  terminal  devel- 
opment and  expansion  of  ground  access  capabilities. 
Near  term  planning  for  roadways,  peoplemover  systems, 
and  rental  car  and  parking  facilities  should  be  based, 
instead,  on  the  expedited  development  and  use  of  the 
West  of  Bayshore  property. 

2.  One  of  the  most  critical  needs  in  terms  of  capacity  at 
SFIA  has  to  do  with  the  handling  of  international 
flights  and  international  passengers.     The  proposed 
incorporation  of  Boarding  Area  "E"  as  an  adjunct  to  the 
International  Terminal  will  not  meet  those  needs, 
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either  in  terms  of  capacity  or  convenience.  The 
potential  of  SFIA  as  a  Pacific  gateway  has  only  begun 
to  be  realized  and  a  planning  solution  which  recognizes 
that  potential  is  required.     United  has  developed 
specific  proposals  in  this  regard,  which  will  be 
presented  to  you  in  detail  as  a  separate  and  additional 
response  to  your  request  for  comments. 

There  are  other  important  planning  issues  which  are  simply 
not  addressed  in  Working  Paper  "B",  and  which.  United  feels, 
must  be  addressed  in  finalizing  the  new  Airport  Master  Plan. 

1.  As  noted  above,  the  West  of  Bayshore  property  is  too 
important  to  the  solving  of  near-term  land  use  problems 
not  to  be  included  as  an  integral  part  of  the  proposed 
near-term  solutions.     To  do  otherwise  can  lead  to 
costly  and  irreversible  mistakes  in  the  development  of 
Airport  property. 

2.  Airport  Support  Area  land  use  planning,  throughout  the 
Airport,  is  being  based  on  available  land  created  by 
existing  runway  and  taxiway  configurations  and  existing 
Airport  boundaries.     Although  updated  Airfield  Area 
planning  may  not  be  included  as  part  of  the  current 
Airport  Master  Plan  process,  sufficient  evaluation  of 
possible  future  changes  to  the  Airfield  Area  should  be 
made,  concurrently,  to  insure  compatibility  of  such 
possible  changes  with  other  aspects  of  the  Plan. 
Attachment  "A"  hereto  includes  a  reminder  of  the  FAA 
Task  Force  recommendations  to  deal  with  Airfield  Area 
capacity  constraints.     These  constraints  must  be  dealt 
with  on  a  timely  basis,  consistent  with  other  Airport 
expansion. 

Finally,  the  construction  of  Concourse  "G"  and  associated 
ramp  and  taxiways  will  have  a  direct  and  very  significant 
impact  on  United's  support  facilities  at  SFIA,  including 
hangar,  flight  kitchen,  stores,  overnight  aircraft  parking, 
employee  parking  and  ground  equipment  maintenance  facili- 
ties.    All  of  these  facilities  will  have  to  be  relocated, 
replaced  and  operational  before  proposed  Concourse  "G" 
development  can  begin.     Highlighted  on  Attachment  "A-1"  are 
the  locations  United  envisions  for  these  replacement  facili- 
ties, all  of  which  we  believe  are  consistent  with  the  City's 
land  use  planning  as  set  forth  in  Working  Paper  "B".  United 
will  require  long-term  site  leases  on  these  areas  in  addi- 
tion to  the  renewal  of  our  Plot  5  and  Plot  6  land  leases, 
and  the  cooperation  and  assistance  of  the  City  in  relocating 
our  support  facilities,  if  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  lend 
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our  full  support  to  the  new  development  programs  as  ulti- 
mately defined  in  the  Airport  Master  Plan. 

United  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
Airport  Master  Plan  process  and  hopes  you  will  find  the 
following  detailed  comments  constructive  and  worthwhile.  We 
will  be  contacting  the  City  shortly  with  respect  to  our 
specific  proposals  on  the  future  of  international  operations 
at  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 


Sincerely, 


Paul  J.  Van  Wert,  Jr. 
Sr.  Staff  Representative 
Airport  Affairs 


PVW: jg 
Attachments 


cc:     Louis  A.  Turpen 

Director  of  Airports 


AIRPORT  MASTER  PLAN 
SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 
COMMENTS  ON  WORKING  PAPER  "B" 


Chapter  8.0.  Facility  Recmirements .  Page  8.7 

United 's  food  catering  operation  is  not  located  at  the 
Maintenance  Operations  Center.     United 's  flight  kitchen  is 
located  adjacent  to  United 's  Service  Center  on  Plot  4. 

Chapter  8.2.  Airfield  Capacity.  Page  8.11 

No  recommendations  were  made  in  Working  Paper  "B" 
regarding  solutions  to  the  airfield  capacity  constraints 
described  in  Working  Paper  "A" .     It  is  generally  agreed  that 
SFIA  needs  to  improve  its  operating  performance  under  both 
VFR  and  IFR  flight  conditions  -  a  requirement  that  is 
well-documented  in  Working  Paper  "A". 

In  1987,  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  in 
keeping  with  its  obligation  to  monitor  the  capabilities  of 
U.S.  airports,  guided  preparation  of  a  Bay  Area  Airports 
Task  Force  Capacity  Study.     In  this  report,  the  capacities 
and  constraints  inherent  to  the  Bay  Area  airports  are 
described  in  detail.     An  analysis  of  recommended  facility 
and  ATC  procedural  improvements  were  developed  for  each 
airport.     For  SFIA,  sixteen  improvements  were  recommended, 
seven  of  which  are  associated  with  physical  improvements  to 
the  runway/taxiway  system  (see  Attachment  "A-2") .  These 
recommendations  should  be  addressed  in  the  Airport  Master 
Plan. 

Chapter  9.0.  Terminal  Functions.   Page  9.4 

The  text  should  refer  to  the  demolition  of  United 's 
Service  Center,  not  the  Maintenance  Operations  Center. 
Also,  the  Service  Center  functions  cannot  be  integrated  into 
the  Maintenance  Operations  Center.     The  Service  Center  will 
require  relocation  (see  Attachment  "A-1") . 

Chapter  9.2.  Terminal  Areas.  Page  9.9 

(a)  Again,  United's  line  maintenance  facilities  will 
require  relocation  (see  Attachment  "A-1") . 

(b)  United  continues  to  be  concerned  regarding  North 
Terminal  roof  parking  for  the  following  reasons: 


1.  The  North  Terminal  roof  has  a  history  of 
leaking  problems  related  to  the  thermal  expansion  it 
must  endure.     The  imposition  of  vehicle  loads  of 
varying  degrees  will  introduce  live  load  deflections 
which  are  sure  to  exacerbate  the  leaking  problems.  We 
have  been  advised  that  the  only  way  to  correct  the 
leaking  problem  is  to  apply  a  conventional  built-up 
roof. 

2.  The  spiral  ramp  access  to  the  roof  would  have 
to  be  built  south  of  the  internal  service  road  in  order 
to  keep  all  the  roof-top  parkers  from  having  to  drive 
on  or  cross  this  secured  road.     It  appears  that  unse- 
cured access  to  the  spiral  ramp  would  require  employees 
to  circle  the  terminal  complex  on  the  lower  level 
public  roadway. 

3.  The  spiral  auto  ramp  would  conflict  with  (i) 
the  proposed  routing  of  the  Automated  Ground  Transpor- 
tation System  (ACTS) ,  and  (ii)  expansion  of  the  North 
Terminal . 

4.  Due  to  public  accessibility,  interior  eleva- 
tors and  doors  used  for  employee  roof-top  access  would 
have  to  conform  to  FAA  security  requirements  at  all 
floor  levels  of  the  North  Terminal. 

5.  Depending  on  the  eventual  location  of  the 
spiral  ramp,  all  roof-top  parkers  might  have  to  clear 
an  Airport  security  checkpoint.     Traffic  jams  could  be 
expected  at  shift  changes. 

(c)     United  opposes  the  Boarding  Area  "E"/International 
Terminal  concept  because: 

1.  Boarding  Area  "E"  can  accommodate  only  five 
B-747-400  aircraft  on  the  available  aircraft  apron. 
The  concourse  itself  is  not  designed  to  handle  this 
volume  of  passengers  and  would  have  to  be  substantially 
modified,  the  feasibility  of  which  has  not  been  deter- 
mined. 

2.  Configuring  the  concourse  for  sterile  corri- 
dors leading  back  to  the  FIS  Area  on  Boarding  Area  "D" 
would  be  extremely  costly,   inefficient  and  inconve- 
nient.    A  tunnel  for  getting  Boarding  Area  "E"  passen- 
gers to  Boarding  Area  "D"  would  be  equally  costly, 
inefficient  and  inconvenient. 

3.  The  FIS  facility  on  Concourse  "D"  is  unable 
to  accommodate  present  passenger  loads  efficiently  -  2 
hour  process  times  are  not  uncommon.     The  imposition  of 
five  additional  B-747-400  passenger  loads  on  the 
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present  facility  would  create  an  intolerable  situation. 
The  feasibility  of  expanding  the  existing  FIS  has  not 
been  determined  and  seems  highly  improbable. 

4 .  Passenger  flow  from  Boarding  Area  "E"  to 
Boarding  Area  "D"  and  back  again  would  be  as  confusing 
and  intolerable  for  passengers  as  one  could  possibly 
imagine. 

5.  The  continuing  major  long-term  leasehold 
interest  of  Pan  Am  in  the  International  Terminal  and 
Boarding  Area  "D"  makes  more  effective  utilization  of 
the  facility  for  international  operations  virtually 
impossible. 

Chapter  9.2.  Rental  Car  Facilities.  Page  9.20 

The  construction  of  the  Rental  Car/Transportation 
Center  at  the  proposed  location  does  not  seem  feasible  for 
these  reasons: 

(a)  The  sites  are  adjacent  to  the  airside  of  the 
Airport,  and  should  be  reserved  for  the  possibility  of 
providing  needed  facilities  for  regional  or  commuter  carri- 
ers. 

(b)  The  parking  structures  would  be  expensive  and 
would  require  equally  expensive  access  ramps  and  overpasses. 
The  entry  road  into  the  Airport  from  the  Bayshore  Freeway  is 
relatively  short  and  will  not  lend  itself  to  the  construc- 
tion of  complex  access  and  exit  ramps  requiring  multiple 
merging  and  weaving. 

(c)  Parking  garages  are  not  well  suited  to  rental  car 
operations.     Grade  level  parking  for  the  rental  cars  is  much 
more  cost-effective  and  will  allow  the  rental  car  companies 
to  provide  a  higher  level  of  service. 

(d)  The  West  of  Bayshore  property  should  be  designat- 
ed, to  the  extent  necessary,   for  rental  car  operations. 
Quick  and  convenient  access  to  this  property  can  be  accom- 
plished by  locating  a  Bayshore  Freeway  overpass  on  portions 
of  Lots  C  and  CC  connected  to  Airport  Road  R-3 .     The  entire 
R-18,  R-20  and  R-22  road  network  on  the  north  side  of  R-1 
could  be  reworked  to  provide  high  speed  access  from  R-1  to 
the  Bayshore  Freeway  overpass.     The  road  network  on  the 
south  side  of  R-1  could  be  reworked  in  a  similar  manner. 

(e)  Future  access  to  the  West  of  Bayshore  property 
from  the  Bayshore  Freeway  could  be  deferred  until  the 
long-term  development  phase. 


-3- 


(f)  Access  between  the  Terminal  Area  and  the  West  of 
Bay shore  property  by  means  of  an  ACTS  should  be  deferred 
until  the  long-term  development  phase. 

(g)  PG&E  should  be  required  to  bury  its  high  voltage 
transmission  lines  now  transiting  the  West  of  Bayshore 
property  so  as  to  avoid  conflicting  with  the  development  of 
this  property  as  permitted  by  the  EIR. 

Chapter  9.2.  Parking.  Page  9.22 

Conversion  of  the  present  Delta  Airlines  property  to 
remote  public  parking  does  not  appear  to  be  necessary,  given 
other  options  for  accommodating  public  parking.     The  Delta 
property  includes  hangar  and  cargo  facilities  and  a  large 
aircraft  apron  area  which,  depending  on  Delta's  require- 
ments, would  have  to  be  relocated  elsewhere  on  the  Airport 
to  space  which  should  be  reserved  for  the  required  expansion 
of  other  facilities.     It  would  appear  that  public  parking  in 
the  north  field  area  could  be  expanded  by  adding  a  parking 
deck,  as  permitted,   in  the  clear  zones  of  Runways  lOL  and 
lOR.     Also,  as  the  Plan  describes,  additional  public  parking 
in  the  West  of  Bayshore  area  will  be  available  to  provide 
further  relief  to  the  parking  problem  without  having  to 
displace  airline  facilities. 

Chapter  9.2.  Transit.   Page  9.22 

The  location  of  the  new  ACTS  shown  on  Figure  9 . 19 
indicates  a  right  of  way  along  the  facade  of  the  terminal 
building,  either  below  or  above  grade  -  the  Plan  does  not 
specify  which.     Fifteen  years  ago  when  the  North  Terminal 
and  central  garage  structure  were  planned,  the  Airport  and 
its  consultants  insisted  that  the  future  ACTS  be  located 
atop  the  garage  with  both  overhead  bridge  and  tunnel  connec- 
tions.    As  a  result,  the  garage  was  constructed  with  costly 
roof-top  cores  to  provide  elevator  and  stair  access  to  the 
ACTS  stations  adjacent  to  the  cores.     The  North  Terminal  was 
constructed  with  over-the-road  bridges  connecting  the 
terminal  with  the  garage,  which  was  to  be  the  prototype 
bridge  to  be  incorporated  into  the  remodeled  International 
and  South  Terminals.     Although  bridges  were  not  subsequently 
constructed  to  the  remodeled  International  and  South  Termi- 
nals, the  ACTS  should  be  depicted  in  the  Airport  Master  Plan 
in  its  originally  planned  location  until  such  time  as  it  can 
be  adequately  demonstrated  that  the  original  plan  is  unwork- 
able or  that  there  are  more  cost-effective  alternatives. 

Chapter  9.2.  Vehicular  Circulation.  Page  9.2  5 

No  specific  plan  was  presented  to  describe  what  appears  to 
be  a  highly  complicated  arrangement  of  entry  roads  and  ramps 
to  accommodate  the  proposed  Rental  Car/Transportation 
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Center.     If  the  rental  car  operation  were  located  on  the 
West  of  Bayshore  property,  and  the  Airport  roads  into  and 
off  of  R-IN  and  R-IS  were  reworked  as  proposed  earlier,  such 
costly  roadways  and  ramps  would  not  be  necessary. 


ATTACHMENT  A 
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RESPONSE  TO  UNITED  AIRLINES 


GENERAL  COMMENTS: 
Page  1 

1.  The  alternative  concept  analysis  Concepts  A,  B  &  C  did 
consider  this  use  of  the  West  of  Bayshore  in  the  short-term 
but  as  indicated  on  Page  9.2  of  the  Working  Paper,  because  of 
severe  environmental  concerns  and  the  Federal  and  State 
requirements  for  further  untimely  studies  with  unpredictable 
outcomes,  this  property  was  removed  from  consideration  of 
short-term  development.  However,  the  Master  Plan  has  been 
designed  with  flexibility  to  include  the  West  of  Bayshore 
property  for  airport  support  development  in  the  long-term 
should  this  property  be  cleared  and  approved  for  development. 

2.  See  revised  International  Terminal  Complex  Concept  in  Section 
IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  document. 

Page  2 

1.  See  response  to  General  Comments,  Page  1,  Item  1  above. 

2.  See  discussion  on  Airfield  Improvements  in  Section  IV, 
Appendix  B  of  this  document. 

3.  The  planned  construction  of  Boarding  Area  G  will  affect 
United 's  existing  facilities.  However,  the  plan  accommodates 
replacement  facilities.  These  replacement  facilities  were 
determined  with  United  Air  Lines  in  mid-1988  upon  submission 
of  United  Air  Lines  requirements  and  recommended  locations  of 
facility  replacement. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS: 

Chapter  8.0.  Facility  Reguirements .  Page  8.7 

By  addendum,  "Maintenance  Operation  Center"  will  be  changed  to  read 
"United 's  Service  Center"  in  text. 

Chapter  8.2.  Airfield  Capacity.   Page  8.11 

See  discussion  on  "Airfield  Improvements"  in  Section  IV,  Appendix 
B  of  this  document. 

Chapter  9.0.  Terminal  Functions.  Page  9.4 

By  addendum  the  text  will  be  changed  to  read  "demolition  of 
existing  United 's  Service  Center"  in  lieu  of  "demolition  of 
Maintenance  Operations  Center".  Referencing  the  initial  discussion 
with  United  in  mid-1988  it  was  contemplated  that  the  Service  Center 
functions  (line  maintenance)  could  be  absorbed  into  the  Maintenance 


Operations  Center.  The  plan  will  now  consider  relocation  as 
suggested . 

Chapter  9.2.  Terminal  Areas .  Page  9 . 9 

a)  See  response  in  preceeding  paragraph. 

b)  The  North  Terminal  roof  parking  project  has  been  cancelled. 

c)  See  revised  International  Terminal  Complex  Concept  in  Section 
IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  document. 

Chapter  9.2.  Rental  Car  Facilities.  Page  9.20 

a)  Working  with  United  staff,  the  Airport  and  United  have  been 
able  to  work  out  a  plan  to  accommodate  both  a 
regional/commuter  carrier  facility  and  the  Rental 
Car/Transportation  Center  without  changing  location  of  the 
Center. 

b)  Contrary  to  United 's  opinion,  a  traffic  analysis  on  the 
roadway  design  indicates  that  the  concept  is  feasible.  A  more 
detailed  analysis  is  being  undertaken  and  refinements  to 
concept  are  being  pursued  and  are  to  be  detailed  in  Working 
Paper  'C  -  Draft  Master  Plan. 

c)  Contrary  to  United 's  opinion,  the  rental  car  companies  endorse 
this  concept  and  find  it  to  be  operationally  superior  to  their 
present  at-grade  facilities  with  the  ability  to  significantly 
enhance  passenger  service  levels. 

d)  The  West  of  Bayshore  property  will  remain  a  long-term  option 
for  airport  support  functions.  Cal-Trans  has  completed 
conceptual  planning  for  access  to  the  property.  See  response 
to  General  Comments,  Page  1,  Item  1. 

e)  Future  access  to  the  West  of  Bayshore  would  not  occur  sooner 
than  the  long  term. 

f)  Agreed,  as  shown  in  the  preferred  concept  plan. 

g)  The  long  term  possible  uses  of  the  West  of  Bayshore  property 
do  not  require  the  burying  of  the  PG&E  high  voltage 
transmission  lines. 

Chapter  9.2.  Parking.   Page  9.2  2 

Conversion  of  the  present  Delta  Air  Lines  property  to  remote 
parking  is  a  last  long-term  option.  See  response  to  Delta  Air 
Lines  in  Section  III,  A. 

Chapter  9.2.  Transit.   Page  9.2  2 

The  people  mover  system  location  shown  in  figure  9.19  is 
conceptual.  The  right-of-way  is  not  limited  to  the  facade  of  the 
terminal  as  you've  indicated.     It's  location  could  be  through  the 


terminals,  on  the  roof  of  the  terminal  area  or  in  the  back  of  the 
terminals.  This  is  to  be  determined  when  programming  the  system 
requirements.  United 's  reference  to  a  plan  fifteen  years  ago  for 
a  people  mover  system  on  the  6th  floor  of  the  garage  has  little 
merit. 

The  plan  of  fifteen  years  ago  was  to  provide  a  system  to  primarily 
serve  a  "random  park"  short-term  garage  facility  with  overhead 
pedestrian  bridges  to  the  terminals  and  having  secondary  capability 
to  serve  other  airport  areas.  The  short  term  parking  garage  has 
since  been  converted  to  a  "dedicated"  parking  facility  and  no 
pedestrian  bridges  have  been  built  for  the  International  and  South 
Terminals.  The  people  mover  system  proposed  in  the  conceptual  plan 
is  an  integral  element  of  a  ground  access  system  primarily 
servicing  the  Rental  Car/Transportation  Center  and  other  functional 
areas  of  the  Airport.  The  two  people  mover  systems  were  planned 
for  different  purposes,  therefore  program  and  design  criteria  are 
different.  The  Airport  did  look  at  the  option  of  the  garage 
rooftop  people  mover  system  but  this  location  fell  far  short  of 
satisfying  the  passenger  convenience  and  service  level  criteria  of 
a  multi-mode  access  system  to  the  terminals.  Although  there  is  no 
indication  that  the  cost  of  the  proposed  people  mover  system  is 
significantly  more  than  the  garage  rooftop  system  (when  considering 
the  cost  of  at  least  four  more  pedestrian  bridges  and  structural 
modifications  to  the  garage  and/or  terminals)  a  people  mover  system 
that  does  not  satisfy  the  overall  ground  access  system  criteria  and 
requirements  has  little  value.  The  cost  of  the  system  is  an 
important  criteria  but  not  the  determining  criteria  with  regard  to 
location. 

Chapter  9.2.  Vehicular  Circulation.   Page  9.25 

See  previous  responses  on  West  of  Bayshore  and  roadway  design 
above . 


OTHER  AIRPORT  TENANTS 


alevrcn 

Chevron  U.S.A.  Inc. 

2410  Camino  Ramon,  San  Ramon,  California  •  Phone  (4151  842-9500 

Mail  Address:  RO.  Box  5004,  San  Ramon,  CA  94583-0804 

September  30,  1988 

Marketing  Operations 
D.  Moller 

Division  Manager,  Operations 

S.  L.  Panerson 

Area  Manager,  Operations 

C.  G.  Trimbach 
Manager,  Engineering 

Mr.  John  Costas 
Airports  Commission 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  9^128 


Dear  Mr.  Costas: 


We  have  reviewed  the  Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  -  "B"  and  have  the  following 
comments  and  concerns  regarding  its  content: 

1.  Working  Paper  -  "B"  does  not  address  the  Aircraft  Fueling  System  and  Bulk  Storage 
Facilities  at  the  airport.  Integral  with  the  plans  for  expanding  support  facilities  for 
the  near  and  long-term  must  be  the  consideration  of  the  adequacy  of  the  existing 
fueling  and  bulk  storage  facilities  and  the  modifications  and  additions  needed  for  the 
near  and  long  term. 

Consistent  with  this  is  the  need  to  project  and  record  in  the  "paper"  average  daily 
and  peak  fueling  rates  for  the  near  and  long  term  along  with  the  existing  demands. 

2.  Working  Paper  B  shows  Boarding  Area  G  as  being  built  on  top  of  existing  under- 
ground aviation  fuel  lines  that  currently  provide  fuel  to  Boarding  Areas  A,  B  and  C. 
Construction  in  this  area  would  necessarily  require  rerouting  or  bridging  of  the  fuel 
system.  The  planned  construction  of  new  boarding  areas  and  the  relocation  of  cargo 
facilities  should  include  a  plan  of  the  underground  fuel  system. 

3.  The  Working  Paper  B  shows  the  present  site  of  our  gasoline  service  station  SS  //9- 
^000  occupied  by  a  commercial  office  building  and  parking  structure.  Our  lease  on 
this  facility  expires  on  3/91,  but  has  four  additional  two  year  options.  We  would 
propose  that  your  plan  be  adjusted  to  accomodate  retention  of  this  vehicle  fueling 
facility,  preferably  at  the  same  location,  if  not,  at  a  location  mutually  agreeable  to 
both  the  Airports  Commission  and  Chevron. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  Working  Paper  "B". 


D.  Moller 


CGT/jas:VK'^-206 


RESPONSE  TO  CHEVRON'S  LETTER 


1.  Working  Paper  'A'  inventoried  the  Aircraft  Fueling  System  and 
Bulk  Storage  Facilities  at  the  Airport.  Working  Paper  'B' 
focused  on  Land  Use  Development  Concepts  without  addressing 
the  details  of  new  or  modified  support  systems.  It  did 
however  consider  the  need  to  size  and  modify  these  facilities 
and  systems.  This  is  a  detailed  facility  requirement  that 
will  be  addressed  in  Working  Paper  'C  -  Draft  Master  Plan 
upon  approval  of  the  preferred  concept. 


2.       Agreed  -  see  response  to  Item  #1. 


3 .  The  Chevron  service  station  cannot  be  maintained  at  its 
present  site  because  of  the  Rental  Car/Transportation  Center 
Structure.  An  alternative  location  will  be  proposed  in  this 
Draft  Master  Plan. 


CITIES  AND  COUNTIES 


CITY  OF  BRISBANE 

44  Visitacion  Avenue 
Brisbane,  California  94005 
(415)  467-1515 


CAUFORNIA  J 


October  18,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Re:  Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  "B" 
Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Thank  you  very  much  for  providing  the  City  of  Brisbane  with  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  on  Working  Paper  "B". 

Rather  than  commenting  in  detail  on  this  document,  which  presents  an  on-site 
facilities  development  program  and  costs,  the  City  of  Brisbane  will  defer  its 
comments  on  the  program  until  the  environmental  information  of  their  impacts 
off-site  is  completed.  I  understand  from  your  responses  to  comments  on  Working 
Paper  "A"  that  the  Master  EIR  will  discuss  flight  patterns  with  a  fleet  mi.x 
forecast,  noise  impacts  and  airport  policies.  As  well,  the  City  of  Brisbane  will  be 
very  concerned  about  the  adequacy  of  the  cumulative  impact  section  of  the  EIR 
and  the  feasibility  of  any  mitigation  measures  proposed. 

Your  letter  notes  that  "An  Environmental  Impact  report  will  be  produced  along 
with  the  final  plan."  I  would  appreciate  receiving  a  revised  schedule  for  your 
planning  process  and  a  copy  of  the  Notice  of  Preparation  for  the  EIR  when  it  is 
prepared. 


Sincerely, 


I  A 

Kathy  Kerdus 
Planning  Director 


L/ 


RESPONSE  TO  CITY  OF  BRISBANE 


The  current  schedule  for  a  Master  Plan  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  is  September  1989  and  a  final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
by  January  1990.  The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Planning,  Office 
of  Environmental  Review  will  be  processing  the  EIR  and  appropriate 
notices. 
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City 


OF  Daly 


City 


333-90TH  STREET 


DALY  CITY.  CA  94015-1895 


PHONE;  (415)  991-8000 


September  27,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Airports  Commission 
P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Subject:     Review  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master 


Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  above  referenced 
document.     The  document  is  well  written.     The  City  of  Daly  City  has 
only  one  comment . 

As  both  Master  Plan  Working  Papers  A  and  B  indicate  airport  use  is  projected 
to  increase  approximately  46  percent  by  1996  and  77  percent  by  the  year 
2006,  noise  impacts  from  the  projected  increases  are  not  discussed. 
We  trust  that  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  for  the  project 
will  include  a  substantial  discussion  of  noise  impacts  and  a  quantification 
of  those  impacts  for  both  the  projected  increases  in  air  and  surface 
traffic . 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  document. 
Please  include  the  City  of  Daly  City  in  all  future  review  of  documents. 


Plan  Working  Paper  B 


.AH^ison  Knapp  Wollam 
Assistant  Planner 


AKW/nt 


cc:     Peg  Stone,  Director  of  Economic  &  Community  Development 
Office  of  the  Director  of  Airport  Commission 


r 
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RESPONSE  TO  CITY  OF  DALY  CITY 


The  Environmental  Impact  Report  will  include  a  substantial 
discussion  of  noise  impacts  related  to  the  Master  Plan. 


Planning  Department 
(415)  692-7891 


October  10,  1988 


Mr.   John  Costas 
P.O.   Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  California  94128 

Re :     AIRPORT  MASTER  PLAN  -  WORKING  PAPER  B 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

We  have  reviewed  Working  Paper  B  and  discussed  it  with  our  City 
Council.  Based  on  this,  we  would  appreciate  consideration  of  a 
few  comments/concerns  of  the  City  of  Millbrae. 

We  understand  this  phase  of  the  planning  process  to  be  evaluating 
alternative  airport  facilities,  primarily,  on-site  and  focusing  on 
a  preferred  alternative  to  be  expanded  and  evaluated  in  the  next 
phase.     We  also  understand  that  environmental  review  will  be  con- 
ducted on  the  proposed  plan.     The  majority  of  our  concerns  hope- 
fully will  be  covered  in  that  review  to  focus  on  off-site  effects 
of  the  plan  and  the  mitigating  measures  to  be  undertaken  as  part 
of  continuous  development  and  expansion  of  the  airport. 

Our  primary  concerns  at  this  time  relate  to  the  environmental,  eco- 
nomic and  social  effects  of  the  major  growth  projected  in  passenger 
volume  and  support  facilities.     These  concerns  are  listed  below. 

1.  Effects  on  regional  and  local  transportation  facilities. 

2.  Projected  noise  levels  resulting  from  increased  air  traffic. 

3.  Direct  and  indirect  increases  in  employment  generated  by 
airport  expansion. 

4.  Effects  on  housing  supply  and  demand. 

5.  Growth-inducing  effects  on  nearby  communities. 

6.  Need  for  child  care  facilities,  particularly  the  need  for 
24  hour  facilities,   and  how  they  could  be  provided. 

7.  Need  and  opportunities  for  off-site  airport  support 
activities . 


621  Magnolia  Avenue  •  Millbrae,  California  94030 
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•Mr.  John  Cost  as 
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In  addition  to  these  general  comments,  we  have  these  specific 
concerns : 

8.  Widening  of  Old  Bayshore  should  be  extended  to 
provide  a  workable  transition  at  the  Millbrae  Ave- 
nue intersection. 

9.  Although  we  understand  it  to  be  illustrated  only 
schematically,  the  transit  stop  westerly  of  Bayshore 
Freeway  is  vastly  out  of  scale  with  anticipated  needs. 
We  understand  the  BART  station  criteria  to  be  in  the 
order  of  20-30  acres  where  the  illustration  in  working 
Paper  B  is  only  about  one  acre  in  area. 

10.  It  would  be  expected  that  the  transit  stop  will  have 
extensive  parking  needs  which  should  not  be  preempted 
by  airport- related  parking. 

11.  We  understand  that  there  are  development  constraints 


related  to  the  San  Francisco  Garter  Snake;  however,  we 
would  appreciate  an  indication  of  future  alternative 
uses  for  airport  land  not  so  constrained,   such  as  that 
near  the  Millbrae  Avenue  interchange  on  both  sides  of 
Bayshore  Freeway. 


Thank  you  for  considering  these  comments.  We  appreciate  this  oppor- 
tunity to  participate  in  the  review. 

Sincerely,  ; 


ROBERT  L.  IRONSIDE 

Community  Development  Director 

RLI/tk 

cc :     L.   A.   Turpen,   SFIA  Director 
Millbrae  Council  Members  (5) 

J.  R.  Erickson,  Millbrae  City  Administrator 
Dave  Carbone,  RPC/ALUC 


RESPONSE  TO  THE  CITY  OF  MILLBRAE 


Primary  Concerns; 


1)  The  effects  on  regional  and  local  transportation  facilities 
will  be  covered  in  the  E.I.R. 

2)  The  projected  noise  levels  will  be  covered  in  the  E.I.R. 

3)  The  direct  and  indirect  increases  in  employment  will  be 
covered  in  the  E.I.R. 

4)  The  effects  on  housing  supply  and  demand  will  be  covered  in 
the  E.I.R. 

5)  The  growth  inducing  effects  on  nearby  communities  will  be 
covered  in  the  E.I.R. 

6)  The  need  for  child  care  facilities  is  addressed  in  Section 
II,  F  of  this  document  -  Response  to  letters  requesting  a 
Child  Care  Facility. 

7)  Since  one  objective  of  the  Master  Plan  is  to  satisfy  the 
forecast  demand  for  airport/ aviation  support  facilities  on- 
airport,  off-site  airport  support  activities  will  not  be 
addressed  unless  this  objective  cannot  be  met. 


Specific  Concerns: 

8)  Please  define  and  justify  "widening  of  Old  Bayshore  should  be 
extended  to  provide  a  workable  transition  at  the  Millbrae 
Avenue  intersection".  If  this  falls  within  the  scope  of  our 
Master  Plan  efforts,   it  will  be  addressed. 

9)  The  illustration  for  a  mass  transit  connection  at  the  Airport 
on  the  West  of  Bayshore  property  is  only  conceptual,  not  even 
schematic.  At  this  time,  the  Bart  Study  for  mass  transit 
facilities  are  inconclusive.  The  location  shown  in  Working 
Paper  'B'  represents  SFIA's  contingency  planning  of  the  most 
likely  location  without  defining  exact  site  requirements. 

10)  Referring  to  the  response  in  #7  and  #9  and  with  appreciation 
of  Millbrae 's  concern  on  the  potential  impact  of  parking  and 
traffic  within  your  jurisdiction,  Millbrae 's  expectation 
preempts  the  Airports  Commission  authority  to  set  policy  on 
the  use  of  Airport  property. 


The  contemplated  use  of  Airport  property  near  the  Millbrae 
Avenue  interchange  on  both  sides  of  the  freeway  is  parking. 
Environmental  constraints  to  this  use  on  the  west  side 
property  is  still  being  investigated. 


CITY  HALL    •    170  SANTA  MARIA  AVENUE    •    PACIFICA,  CALIFORNIA  94044 

875-7340 


October  4,  1988  Scenic  Pacifica 


Mr.  John  Costas 

San  Francisco  Airports  Commission 
P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  the  September  1988  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Master  Plan  Working  Paper  "B".    While  we  do  not  have  comments  in  regard  to  the 
location  of  planned  facilities  at  the  airport,  we  are  concerned  about  the  potential 
noise  impacts  which  will  likely  result  from  the  planned  expansion  of  use.  Master 
Plan  "A"  indicates  that  San  Francisco  Airport  passenger  forecasts  would  be  limited  to 
39,760,000  annual  passengers  if  additional  and  restructured  existing  airport 
facilities  are  not  available.    As  indicated  therein,  there  are  practical  limits  to 
aircraft  capacity,  frequency  and  load  factors  which  limit  passenger  growth  and  create 
a  situation  where  capacity  might  be  insufficient  to  accommodate  demand. 

Working  Paper  "B"  indicates  that  the  long-term  forecast  for  the  year  2006  is  for  the 
airport  facilities  to  be  upgraded  to  accommodate  51,330,000  annual  passengers.  As 
stated  previously,  the  City  of  Pacifica 's  concern  is  that  noise  impacts  be  adequately 
analyzed.    If  the  increase  in  the  level  of  noise  resulting  from  expanded  operations 
will  create  unacceptable  environmental  impacts,  consideration  should  seriously  be 
given  to  whether  or  not  the  airport  can  accommodate  demand. 

Similarly,  cargo  operations  are  projected  to  significantly  increase.    As  indicated  in 
our  earlier  letter,  the  concept  of  moving  air  cargo  operations  to  another  facility 
should  be  considered. 

Your  cover  letter  indicates  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  will  be  produced 
along  with  the  final  plan.    This  would  be  an  appropriate  tool  to  analyze  the  noise 
impacts  of  the  projected  growth.    Although  Working  Paper  "B"  indicates  that  the 
schematic  scenarios  responded  to  environmental  criteria  and  requisite  mitigation, 
there  was  no  indication  of  the  noise  impacts  which  will  result  from  the  significant 
increase  in  the  planned  airport  capacity.    It  should  be  noted  that  Mr.  Turpen 
indicated  at  the  August  27,  1987  Regional  Planning  Committee  meeting  that  this 
working  paper  would  include  consideration  of  environmental  parameters  in  comparing 
available  resources  with  projected  requirements.    He  also  stated  that  noise  impacts 
of  proposed  airport  development  would  be  addressed  in  the  plan  as  it  is  developed. 
There  is  no  indication  in  Working  Paper  "B"  that  noise  issues  were  considered  in 
planning  the  airport  facilities. 
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Mr.  John  Costas 
October  4,  1988 
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Finally,  it  should  be  noted  that  we  have  never  received  a  formal  Notice  of 

Preparation  for  the  Draft  EIR  which  is  apparently  already  in  process.    Pursuant  to 

CEQA  Guidelines,  we  should  have  an  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  scoping  of  the  EIR. 

In  particular,  the  noise  analysis  should  tie  together  the  recent  noise  abatement 
regulations  and  the  projected  daily  operations. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  considering  our  corronents.  We  look  forward  to  reviewing  the 
Draft  EIR  and  future  working  papers. 


cc:  Director  of  Airports 

Mayor  Jaquith  and  Council members 
City  Manager 
City  Attorney 

Pacifica  RPC  Members  and  Alternates 


Sincerely, 


mn 


MAYOR 

CITY  HALL  •  170  Santa  Maria  Avenue  •  Pacifica,  California  94044  ^'""^  ^''^^  J^^^'^ 

  MAYOR  PRO  TEM 

— pfgjj  Howard 


October  27,  1988 


COUNCIL 
Charles  D.B.  Curry 
Peter  Loeb 
Jon  Galehouse 


Presentation  to  RPC/ALUC  Public  Forum  Regarding  Airport  Master  Plan  Documents 

The  City  of  Pacifica  does  not  have  comments  regarding  the  location  of  planned 
facilities  at  the  airport,  however,  we  are  concerned  about  the  potential  increase  in 
noise  which  could  result  from  the  planned  expansion  of  use.    Our  written  comments  in 
regard  to  both  Working  Paper  "A"  and  "B"  point  out  environmental  concerns  regarding 
future  noise  impacts.    We  would  like  the  opportunity  to  review  a  Notice  of 
Preparation  and  a  scoping  document  for  the  EIR  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  noise 
analysis  to  be  prepared  for  the  Master  Plan  will  adequately  address  our  concerns. 

The  SFIA  response  to  our  comments  on  Working  Paper  "A"  stated  that  the  EIR  will 
provide  a  detailed  discussion  of: 

Ongoing  noise  monitoring  studies, 
The  SFIA  noise  abatement  program. 
The  current  noise  abatement  regulations, 

Compliance  with  the  State  noise  standards  and  the  Airport's  noise  variance. 

It  was  also  stated  that  the  operations  forecasts  and  aircraft  mix  will  be  developed 
in  conjunction  with  the  ongoing  noise  studies.    For  the  EIR,  it  is  important  that 
all  of  the  above  factors  be  analyzed  to  determine  noise  impacts  for  the  surrounding 
cities.    Most  important,  however,  is  an  analysis  of  noise  impacts  likely  to  result 
from  the  proposed  increase  in  daily  operations. 

Other  related  noise  issues  for  the  City  of  Pacifica  involve  the  current  and  proposed 
departure  routes  from  SFIA.    As  recently  presented  to  the  Airport  Round  Table 
Correnittee,  Pacifica  has  been  experiencing  flight  patterns  and  aircraft  noise  in 
areas  of  the  City  where  aircraft  noise  is    not  expected  as  part  of  the  Standard 
Instrument  Departure  routes.    Resolution  of  this  issue  must  be  addressed  as  part  of 
the  EIR  because  an  increase  in  the  number  of  flights  will  exacerbate  the  current 
problem. 

Finally,  the  adequacy  of  the  existing  noise  monitoring  program  should  be  addressed. 
As  flight  patterns  affect  a  greater  area  of  the  City,  additional  noise  monitoring 
equipment  is  needed  to  verify  noise  impacts  in  these  areas. 


em 
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RESPONSE  TO  THE  CITY  OF  PACIFICA 


October  4,   1988  and  October  27,  1988 


As  mentioned  previously  in  writing  and  at  public  meetings,  the 
noise  impacts  associated  with  the  Airport's  Master  Plan  will  be 
fully  addressed  in  the  Master  Plan  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
The  Plan  itself  focuses  on  land  use  and  facility  development  but 
does  consider  environmental  impacts  such  as  noise.  Although  not 
explicitly  stated,  the  Master  Plan  forecasts  have  been  correlated 
with  the  forecasts  developed  and  used  in  the  Airport's  Noise 
Abatement  Regulation.  With  a  strong  correlation  between  these 
forecasts,  we  can  expect  that  the  noise  impacts  of  implementing  the 
Plan  will  closely  follow  the  objectives  of  the  Noise  Abatement 
Regulation  (reduction  in  the  noise  impact  area) .  However,  a 
complete  analysis  will  be  accomplished  under  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  is  administering  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  is 
responsible  for  all  notifications.  A  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  is  not  in  process  at  this  time.  A  preliminary  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  is  presently  being  developed.  (See  EIR 
schedule  in  Section  IV,  Appendix  A  of  this  report) . 
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Department  of  Environmental  Management 

Planning  and  Development  Division 


□  Planning  Division  •  415/363  4i6i 

Mail  Drop  5500  •  590  Hamilton  Street  •  Redwood  City  •  California  94063 

□  Bmlding  Inspection  Section  •  4i5/363-460i 
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Mr.  John  Costas 
Assistant  Administrator 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

SUBJECT:    Comments  on  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master  Plan 
Working  Paper  "B" 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  Master  Plan  Working 
Paper  "B".    These  comments  reflect  our  perspective  as  the  County  Planning 
staff.    As  you  are  aware,  the  Regional  Planning  Committee  of  San  Mateo  County 
(RPC)  is  sponsoring  a  public  forum  on  Working  Paper  "B"  later  this  month. 
Hopefully,  comments  and  public  input  offered  at  the  forum  will  further  assist 
your  planning  efforts. 

General  Comments 


1.  Given  the  current  status  of  the  Master  Plan  Program,  it  would  be  appro- 
priate to  develop  a  new  schedule  for  the  remainder  of  the  program.  The 
schedule  should  include  milestone  dates  for  preparation  and  completion  of 
the  following  documents:    Draft  Master  Plan,  Final  Master  Plan/Executive 
Summary,  Preliminary  Draft  EIR,  Draft  EIR,  and  Final  EIR,    A  schedule 
should  also  be  prepared  for  adoption  of  the  Master  Plan  and  certification 
of  the  EIR. 

2.  It  would  also  be  helpful  to  know  the  anticipated  completion  date  of  the 
Garter  Snake  Study  and  when  the  study  will  be  available  for  public  review. 

3.  The  overall  content  of  Working  Paper  "B"  appears  adequate  and  quite 
comprehensive.    The  alternative  concepts  analysis  provides  a  good  founda- 
tion for  the  preferred  concept  plan.    However,  there  appears  to  be  gaps 
between  the  alternative  concept  plans  and  the  preferred  concept  plan. 

4.  A  recent  decision  by  an  Administrative  Law  Judge  upheld  the  FAA's  action 
to  withhold  over  $8  million  from  the  Airport  in  FAA  grant  money  for  future 
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airport/airfield  improvements.    What  effect(s),  if  any,  will  this  decision 
have  on  the  near-term  plan  construction  projects  proposed  in  the  Master 
Plan? 

5.    The  draft  Master  Plan  should  indicate  the  sequence  and  anticipated  timing 
of  the  construction  projects  proposed  to  implement  the  plan. 

Specific  Comments  and  Questions 

1.  Late  night  cargo  flights  impact  the  North  County  cities.    The  recently 
adopted  noise  regulation  will  help  reduce  noise  from  these  flights.  The 
preferred  concept  plan  indicates  a  reconfigured  north  cargo  area  and  an 
expanded  west  cargo  area.    Expanded  cargo  facilities  could  result  in  more 
late  night  cargo  flights.    Will  these  redesigned  areas  provide  space  for 
additional  cargo  operators?    How  many  additional  aircraft  parking  posi- 
tions will  be  provided  in  each  area? 

2.  The  Master  Plan  refers  to  a  December  1987  Task  Force  Capacity  Study  of 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Airports  recommendation  for  SFO  that  50%  of 
general  aviation  aircraft  be  moved  to  reliever  airports  to  reduce  delays. 
The  Airport's  policy  has  been  to  maintain  current  general  aviation  opera- 
tions at  the  Airport.    If  this  policy  changes  in  the  future,  the  County 
will  be  concerned  about  the  potential  impact  on  the  San  Carlos  and  Half 
Moon  Bay  Airports. 

3.  The  text  on  page  8.2  refers  to  the  provision  of  11  to  23  new  aircraft 
gate  positions  as  specified  in  the  forecasts.    The  adjacent  table  (Table 
8.1)  indicates  a  total  of  99  gates  will  be  needed  in  1996.    It  is  not 
clear  if  91  or  99  gates  will  be  needed  in  1996.    Please  clarify. 

4.  The  text  on  page  8.10  indicates  the  roof  of  the  North  Terminal  will  be 
used  for  tenant  parking.    Will  the  new  Boarding  Area  G  in  the  North 
Terminal  also  include  roof-top  parking?    Will  the  reconfigured  Boarding 
Areas  A  and  B  in  the  South  Terminal  include  roof-top  parking  in  the  long- 
term  plan? 

5.  With  the  potential  for  more  parking  in  the  garage  (filling  in  the 
"hole"),  pedestrian  bridges  should  be  considered  to  connect  the  top  of 
the  garage  to  Boarding  Areas  A,  B,  C,  and  G. 

6.  The  long-term  preferred  concept  plan  should  include  a  people  mover 
connection  to  the  main  entrance  of  the  redeveloped  Hilton  Hotel  for  easy 
access  to  the  terminal  building  and  the  transportation  center. 

7.  The  long-term  preferred  concept  plan  should  indicate  that  the  location  of 
the  people  mover  system  to  the  West  of  Bayshore  property  will  be  deter- 
mined by  the  location  of  the  future  BART/Cal trai n  Station  in  that  area. 
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8.  Development  of  the  West  of  Bayshore  property  could  significantly  impact 
the  cities  of  Mi  11  brae  and  San  Bruno.    Future  plans  for  that  area  should 
be  coordinated  with  those  cities. 

9.  All  three  alternative  plans  indicate  Bayshore  Freeway  access  ramps  to  the 
West  of  Bayshore  property.    The  preferred  concept  plans  do  not  indicate 
freeway  access.    Bayshore  Freeway  access  will  be  necessary  for  future 
development  of  the  West  of  Bayshore  property.    Freeway  access  ramps 
should  be  shown  on  the  preferred  concept  plans. 

10.  The  text  on  page  8.11  describes  the  practical  airfield  capacity.  This 
description  does  not  indicate  if  the  stated  capacity  is  achieved  with 
existing  navaids  or  with  additional  navaids.    Is  the  Airport  pursuing  the 
installation  of  MLS  systems  and/or  other  navaids  to  increase  airfield 
capacity  to  accommodate  anticipated  air  traffic  growth?    If  so,  what 
navaids  are  proposed  for  the  near  and  long-term  preferred  concept  plans? 

Although  we  are  interested  in  the  on-airport  plans  outlined  in  Working  Paper 
"B",  we  are  most  concerned  about  the  off-airport  impacts  resulting  from  those 
plans  (noise,  traffic,  air  quality,  etc.)  that  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 
The  County  will  take  a  critical  look  at  the  EIR  to  evaluate  the  adequacy  of 
its  content  and  the  feasibility  of  the  proposed  mitigation  measures.    We  look 
forward  to  the  timely  completion  of  the  EIR  and  draft  Master  Plan  documents. 

If  you  have  any  questions  about  these  comments  or  related  matters,  please 
contact  our  staff  at  any  time. 


Christine  M.  ^Gouig/ 
Planning  Director 

CMG:DFC/fc  -  F1A12313 

cc:    Supervisor  Mary  Griffin 

RPC/ALUC  Member  Jurisdictions 


Sincerely, 


RESPONSE  TO  COUNTY  OF  SAN  MATEO 


GENERAL  COMMENTS: 


1)  See  revised  Master  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Report 
schedule  in  Section  III,  Appendix  C  of  this  document. 

2)  At  this  time  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  have  not  committed 
to  a  schedule  for  completion  of  the  Garter  Snake  Study  .  A 
scope  of  work  for  the  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  is  still  in 
progress  and  this  study  with  the  associated  Section  lOA  permit 
process  is  expected  to  take  approximately  two  years. 

3)  Any  gaps  between  the  alternative  concept  and  preferred  concept 
plan  were  a  result  of  new  constraints  and/or  opportunities  on 
land  use  configurations  during  the  concept  development 
process. 

4)  If  the  decision  to  withhold  FAA  monies  is  upheld  (presently 
being  appealed)  additional  capital  funding  would  be  required 
for  those  projects  eligible  for  FAA-AIP  funding.  However  most 
of  the  Master  Plan  projects  are  not  eligible. 

5)  A  project  phasing  and  implementation  plan  will  be  included  in 
Working  Paper  'C  -  Draft  Master  Plan. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS; 

1)  Please  see  response  to  City  of  Pacifica,  Section  III  C  of  this 
document.  The  redesigned  areas  will  primarily  provide  space 
for  existing  cargo  operators  and  secondarily,  space 
permitting,  for  other  cargo  operators. 

2)  The  County  will  be  notified  of  any  policy  changes  on  general 
aviation. 

3)  The  text  is  incorrect.  Ninety-nine  gates  will  be  needed  by 
1996. 

4)  Boarding  Areas  A,  B  or  G  will  not  have  roof  top  parking. 

5)  Pedestrian  Bridges  had  been  considered  in  the  past  but  were 
abandoned  because  they  were  not  cost  effective  and  proved  to 
serve  no  useful  purpose.  Their  original  purpose  was  to  serve 
a  people  mover  system  for  a  "random  park"  garage  which  now  has 
"dedicated"  parking,  and  they  are  redundant  to  the  tunnels 
connecting  the  garage  to  the  terminals. 


6)  The  suggested  connection  of  a  people  mover  system  to  the 
Hilton  Hotel  is  taken  under  advisement  and  will  be  evaluated. 

7)  In  concept  planning  it  is  understood  that  locations  are 
approximate,  however  a  note  will  be  made  as  suggested. 

8)  Any  future  plans  developed  for  the  West  of  Bayshore  will  be 
coordinated  with  Millbrae  and  San  Bruno. 

9)  Since  the  West  of  Bayshore  property  is  not  part  of  the  Master 
Plan  scope  of  work,  freeway  access  is  also  not  addressed. 
Upon  completion  of  the  separate  environmental  studies  on  the 
West  of  Bayshore  property,  land  use  will  be  determined  and  the 
Master  Plan  will  be  updated  to  reflect  the  appropriate 
development  and  access. 

10)  The  practical  airfield  capacity  stated  on  page  8.11  is  based 
upon  existing  navaids.  As  stated,  the  Airport  is  pursuing, 
under  its  Capital  Projects  Phase,  a  number  of  airfield 
improvements  to  minimize  air  traffic  delays.  The  Capital  Plan 
Projects  are  incorporated  into  the  Master  Plan  and  will  be 
identified  in  Working  Paper  'C.  See  discussion  on  Airfield 
Improvements,  Section  IV,  Appendix  B  of  the  document. 


Mary  Griffin 

San  Mateo  County  Supervisor 


October  27,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Assistant  Administrator 
P.  O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco,  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

RE:     AIRPORT  MASTER  PLAN  -  WORKING  PAPER  "B" 
Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

As  a  representative  of  San  Mateo  County,  I  would  like  to  submit 
the  following  comments  regarding  Working  Paper  "B"  on  behalf  of 
the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

1.  Given  the  current  status  of  the  Master  Plan  Program,  it 
would  be  appropriatae  to  develop  a  new  schedule  for  the 
remainder  of  the  program.  The  schedule  should  include 
milestone  dates  for  preparation  and  completion  of  the 
following  documents:  Draft  Master  Plan,  Final  Master 
Plan/Executive  Summary,  Preliminary  Draft  EIR,  Draft  EIR, 
and  Final  EIR.  A  schedule  should  also  be  prepared  for 
adoption  of  the  Master  Plan  and  certification  of  the  EIR. 

2.  A  recent  decision  by  an  Administrative  Law  Judge  upheld  the 
FAA's  action  to  withhold  over  $8  million  from  the  Airport  in 
FAA  grant  money  for  future  airport/airfield  improvements. 
What  effect(s),  if  any,  will  this  decision  have  on  the 
near-term  plan  construction  projects  proposed  in  the  Master 
Plan? 

3.  Late  night  cargo  flights  impact  the  North  County  cities. 
The  recently  adopted  noise  regulation  will  help  reduce  noise 
from  these  flights.  The  preferred  concept  plan  indicates  a 
reconfigured  north  cargo  area  and  an  expanded  west  cargo 
area.  Expanded  cargo  facilities  could  result  in  more  late 
night  cargo  flights.  Will  these  redesigned  areas  provide 
space  for  additional  cargo  operators?  How  many  additional 
aircraft  parking  positions  will  be  provided  in  each  area? 
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4.  The  Master  Plan  refers  to  a  December  1987  Task  Force 
Capacity  Study  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Airports 
recommendation  for  SFO  that  50%  of  general  aviation  aircraft 
be  moved  to  reliever  airports  to  reduce  delays.  The 
Airport's  policy  has  been  to  maintain  current  general 
aviation  operation  at  the  Airport.  If  this  policy  changes 
in  the  future,  the  County  will  be  concerned  about  the 
potential  impact  on  the  San  Carlos  and  Half  Moon  Bay 
Airports. 

5.  The  long-term  preferred  concept  plan  should  indicate  that 
the  location  of  the  people  mover  system  to  the  West  of 
Bayshore  property  will  be  determined  by  the  location  of  the 
future  BART/Caltrain  Station  in  that  area. 

6.  Development  of  the  West  of  Bayshore  property  could 
significantly  impact  the  cities  of  Millbrae  and  San  Bruno. 
Future  plans  for  that  area  should  be  coordinated  with  those 
cities . 


7.  All  three  alternative  plans  indicate  Bayshore  Freeway  access 
ramps  to  the  West  of  Bayshore  property.  The  preferred 
concept  plans  do  not  indicate  freeway  access.  Bayshore 
Freeway  access  will  be  necessary  for  future  development  of 
the  West  of  Bayshore  property.  Freeway  access  ramps  should 
be  shown  on  the  preferred  concept  plans. 

8.  Although  we  are  interested  in  the  on-airport  plans  outlined 
in  Working  Paper  "B,"  we  are  most  concerned  about  the 
off -airport  impacts  resulting  from  those  plans  (noise, 
traffic,  air  quality,  etc.)  that  will  be  addressed  in  the 
EIR.  The  County  will  take  a  critical  look  at  the  EIR  to 
evaluate  the  adequacy  of  its  content  and  the  feasibility  of 
the  proposed  mitigation  measures.  We  look  forward  to  the 
timely  completion  of  the  EIR  and  draft  Master  Plan 
documents . 


Sincerely,  /  . 

MARY  GRIEmN 
Supervisor 
First  District 


Ph 


cc:     RPC/ALUC  Member  Jurisdictions 
Members,  Board  of  Supervisors 


RESPONSE  TO  MARY  GRIFFIN 
SAN  MATEO  COUNTY  SUPERVISOR 


See  response  to  County  of  San  Mateo 


D.       STATE  AGENCIES 
(No  written  or  verbal  comments  received) 


FEDERAL  AGENCIES 


Memorandum 


US  Department 
ofTransportcjtion 


San  Francisco  Tower 
Room  603,  Airport  Branch 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Federal  Aviation 
Administration 


Subject:  INFORMATION:    Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working 

Paper  "B" 


Date: 


September  23,  1988 


From:  Air  Traffic  Manager,  SFO  ATCT 


Reply  to 
Attn,  ol: 


EL:lw:5000 


To:  Mr.  John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


With  the  coming  of  the  B747-400/500  consideration  should  be  given  of 
constructing  a  new  International  Terminal  north  of  taxiway  "C"  and  west  of 
American  Airlines  Superbay  hangar.    International  flights  then  could  be 
sequenced  for  runway  28R.    The  turn  off  to  the  north  would  then  relieve 
the  crowded  condition  around  Boarding  Area  "D". 

Since  most  international  flights  requre  runway  28R  for  departure,  Taxiway 
"C"  would  be  used  to  taxi  the  heavy  aircraft  to  runway  28R/10L.    This  would 
increase  safety  by  relieving  the  congestion  along  Taxiways  "A"  and  "B"  and 
reduce  the  jet  engine  blast  to  Boarding  Area  "D"  from  heavy  jets  crossing 
runways 's  1  at  Taxiway  "F". 

Passingers  connecting  to  domestic  flights  could  be  moved  from  the  proposed 
International  Terminal  via  extended  people  mover  under  runways  28. 
Ingress/egress  to  automobile  parking  would  be  from  the  existing  380  freeway 
and/or  from  the  road  by  UAL/MOC. 

When  Boarding  Area  "G"  is  planned,  Taxiways  "A"  and  "B"  should  be  extended 
over  the  existing  road  entrance.    The  car  renter  companies  and  the  Chevron 
station  would  have  to  be  relocated.    Aircraft  departures  from  Boarding 
Area  "F"  and  "G"  could  be  routed  to  runways  1  on  "A/B"  via  Boarding  Area 
"A".    Boarding  Area  "A"  and  "B"  aircraft  departures  would  taxi  along  the 
new  Taxiway  "A"  and  "B"  to  runways 's  10  during  southeast  wind.    The  present 
congestion  would  be  reduced  drastically,  thus  allowing  better  ingress/egress 
to  Boarding  Areas  "C",  "D"  and  "E".    We  assume  that  Boarding  Area  "D"  would 
become  a  domestic  terminal  if  the  new  International  Terminal  is  constructed. 
Also,  by  extending  taxiways's  "A'7"B",  it  would  eliminate  inbound  delays  to 
Boarding  Area  "F"  and  Butler  Aviation,  during  peak  departure  periods, 
because  during  southeast  wind  operation  the  holding  area  for  runways  10  is 
very  smal  1 . 
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Your  Working  Paper  "B"  did  not  address  present/future  aircraft  operations. 
In  the  last  two  years  aircraft  operations  have  increased  at  SFIA  approxi- 
mately 9  percent,  whereas,  the  national  average  was  at  approximately 
4  percent.    The  FAA  FY  87  Air  Traffic  Activity  Report  showed  that  SFIA 
was  6th  in  the  nation  in  air  carrier  operations  (329,196)  and  8th  in 
total  airport  operations  (451,132). 

Arrival /departure  delays  to  air  carrier  operations  at  SFIA  are  near  the 
top  as  compared  to  other  major  air  carrier  airports.    Local  newspapers 
continue  to  list  our  delay  ranking.    The  ATC  system  at  SFIA  has  not 
been  able  to  accommodate  this  increasing  traffic. 

The  runway/taxiway  system  is  over  crowded  during  peak  traveling  hours. 
Our  dual  runway  layout  will  not  permit  simultaneous  ILS/MLS  instrument 
approach  or  simultaneous  departures  during  low  ceilings  and/or  low 
visibility.    SFIA's  aircraft  movement  area  is  the  smallest  of  the  major 
air  carrier  airports  that  I  have  seen. 

To  continue  the  leadership  in  aviation  and  the  safety  record  that  this 
airport  has  established,  SFIA  needs  a  master  plan  to  handle  the  present 
aircraft  activity  and  the  forecasted  traffic  in  the  next  10-20  years. 

The  B747-400/500  will  create  additional  problems  for  the  ATC  controllers 
as  well  as  for  the  ground  operations  at  SFIA. 

As  a  start,  we  suggest  another  dual  runway's  28  north  of  the  present 
runway's  28  and  at  a  minimum  distance  of  6,000  feet.    Extend  runway's  1 
farther  north  into  the  bay  and  another  runway  1  at  least  4,500  feet  west 
of  the  existing  runway's  1.    This  would  allow  simultaneous  operations 
regardless  of  the  weather  except  during  CAT  III  operations. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  comment  on  Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working 
Paper  "B". 


RESPONSE  TO  FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 


The  proposal  for  developing  a  new  International  Terminal  on  the 
northeast  side  of  the  airport  has  merit.  Unfortunately,  the  merit 
is  focused  on  only  one  dimension  -  a  better  use  of  the  existing 
runway  and  taxiway  systems  so  as  to  relieve  the  current  congestion 
around  the  existing  International  Terminal  Complex.  The  proposed 
location  would  be  substantially  inferior  to  the  current  proposal 
(see  revised  International  Terminal  Complex  Section  IV,  Appendix 
A  of  this  document)   in  terms  of: 

1)  Ground  accessibility. 

2)  Interline  connections. 

3)  International/domestic  terminal  logistics. 

4)  Cost  of  development. 

5)  Overall    optimization   of   adjacent   land   uses   and   siting  of 
facilities  based  on  functional  relationships. 

With  regard  to  the  extension  of  Taxiways  A  &  B  over  the  entrance 
roadway,  see  response  to  Delta  Air  Lines  in  Section  III,  A. 

While  Working  Paper  'B'  did  not  address  present/ future  aircraft 
operations,  Working  Paper  'A'  did  in  Chapter  7  "Aviation 
Forecasts" . 

With  regard  to  recommended  airfield  improvements,  see  discussion 
on  "Airfield  Improvement"  in  Section  IV,  Appendix  B  of  this 
document . 


US.  Department 
of  Transportation 

United  States 
Coast  Guard 


Commanding  Officer 
Coast  Guard  Air  Station 


San  Francisco,  CA 
94128-5000 
(415)  876-2900 
(FTS)  466-2900 
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29  September  1988 


Airports  Commission 
Attn:     Mr.   John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Gentlemen : 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Airport  Master  Plan  - 
Working  Paper  "B".     As  we  discussed,  my  comments  are  provided  for 
your  convenience  and  are  based  solely  on  my  review  of  the  plan. 
Coast  Guard  agreement  to  comply  with  any  plan  will  require  review  and 
approval  by  higher  Coast  Guard  authority. 

I  have  several  concerns  regarding  the  Paper's  preferred  alternative 
to  route  a  fenced  road  along  our  sea  wall.     For  example,  a  fenced 
road  along  our  sea  wall  could  restrict,  or  at  least  increase,  risks 
associated  with  helicopter  arrivals  and  departures  over  the  sea  wall. 
This  is  because  of  decreased  vertical  clearances  created  by  a  fence 
and  reduced  landing  area  associated  with  a  smaller  ramp.     Moreover,  a 
smaller  ramp  would  reduce  safety  zones  for  aircraft  towed  or  taxied 
on  our  ramp,  further  restrict  use  of  the  ramp  by  visiting  government 
officials  and  reduce  Coast  Guard  flexibility  with  regard  to  potential 
Air  Station  expansion. 

Working  Paper  "B"  did  not  contain  sufficient  detail  for  me  to 
accurately  measure  potential  impacts  of  the  preferred  alternative. 
The  information  you  provided  during  today's  meeting  will  help  in  that 
regard.     I  am  looking  forward  to  working  with  you  to  meet  your  goal 
of  improving  airport  security. 


.  Coast  Guard 


Commanding  Officer 


Copy:     CCGDll  (osr) 


RESPONSE  TO  U.S.   DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


UNITED  STATES  COAST  GUARD 


The  Airport  and  the  Coast  Guard  have  recently  had  numerous 
discussions  and  meetings  on  the  planned  unsecured  Airport  road  on 
the  east  side  of  the  Air  Station.  A  conceptual  plan  for 
rearranging  Coast  Guard  facilities  to  accommodate  this  road  while 
satisfying  the  Coast  Guard  facility  and  operational  concerns  has 
been  discussed.  The  Airport  will  continue  to  work  with  the  Coast 
Guard  in  refining  a  plan  for  our  mutual  benefits  that  can  be 
approved  and  implemented. 


PUBLIC  AND  OTHERS 


CITY  AND  COUNTY 


OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


AIRPORT  NOISE  COMMITTEE 


1275  Market  Street,  Suite  1300  •  San  Francisco  94102 

October  28th,  1988 

Mr.  John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Aiiport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

I  am  writing  this  letter  in  response  to  the  recent  publication  of  Working 
Paper  "B"  of  the  Airport  Master  Plan.  My  colleagues  and  I  have  noted 
several  items  which  concem  us,  and  which  we  wish  to  communicate 
these  to  you  for  your  consideration. 

We  were  disappointed  that  there  were  not  more  specific  figures  with 
regard  to  the  projected  costs  of  more  sophisticated  noise  monitoring  and 
abatement  procedures.  Surely  this  is  recognized  as  an  area  which  will 
require  that  increased  expenditures  be  factored  into  both  short-  and 
long-term  growth  plans. 

We  found  it  curious  that  San  Francisco  is  not  depicted  on  your  map, 
and  hope  to  see  this  oversight  corrected.  Mr.  Terpin  has  gone  on 
record  recently  as  saying  that  "regionahsm  is  the  future";  we  must 
request  that  the  city  for  whom  the  airport  is  named  by  represented  on 
future  renderings  of  the  region  impacted  by  the  airport's  operations. 

We  have  also  had  the  benefit  of  reviewing  some  of  the  early  comments 
your  office  is  receiving  regarding  the  concems  of  other  neighboring 
communities;  one  of  the  common  priorities  is  the  strong  concem  as  to 
how  a  considerable  increase  in  air  traffic  operations  will  be  balanced 
against  univeral  demand  for  no  further  increases,  if  not  an  actual 
reduction,  in  aircraft-generated  noise. 


'  We  hope  to  see  these  issues  resolved  in  the  next  draft  of  this  document, 
and  look  forward  to  working  with  your  offices  to  create  an  airport 
which  reflects  the  needs  of  its  neighbors  as  well  as  those  of  its 
customers. 

Sincerely, 


J.  A.  Estey 
JE/ns 
CC: 

Roger  Chinn,  Chairman,  Airport/Community  Roundtable 

Joel  Ventresca,  President,  Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 

Curt  Holzinger,  Chairman,  S.F.A.N.C. 


CITY  AND  COUNTY 


OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


AIRPORT  NOISE  COMMITTEE 


1275  Market  Street,  Suite  1300  •  San  Francisco  94102 


January  4th,  1989 

Mr.  John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San   Francisco    International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

I  want  to  thank  you  and  Jason  Yuen  for  meeting  with  us  at  City  Hall  (on 
one  of  the  more  inclement  nights  of  the  year)  to  discuss  some  of  the 
details  of  the  Airport  Master  Plan,  Working  Paper  B.    It  was  a  good 
exchange  of  thoughts  and  information,  and  those  of  our  Committee  who 
were  able  to  be  present  appreciated  that  forum  and  your  participation 
very  much. 

We  were  also  pleased  to  begin  1989  on  a  positive  note  of  good  faith  and 
the  open  exchange  of  information.     Admittedly,  there  have  been  other 
exchanges  in  the  past  which  were  less  sensitive  to  regional  concerns.  I 
am  pleased  to  think  that  this  will  be  a  year  of  dialogue  and  of  research 
into  solutions  to  shared  dilemmas.     By  seeking  resolution  to  the 
problems  fostered  by  the  accelerating  growth  of  our  communities,  we 
can  hopefully  create  strong  precedents  for  those  with  similar  concerns 
around  the  country,  and  come  away  with  a  sense  of  real  pride  in  our 
accomplishments. 

To  both  you  and  Jason,  Happy  New  Year,  and  thanks  again  for  your  time 
and  your  effort. 

Sincerely, 


Curt  Holzinger 


cc. 


Mayor  Art  Agnos,  San  Francisco 

L.  Turpen,  Director,  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission 
Supervisor  Jim  Gonzales,  San  Francisco 


RESPONSE  TO  CITY  AND  COUNTY 
OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  NOISE  COMMITTEE 


See  minutes  of  December  20,  1988  San  Francisco  Pxiblic  Forum,  in 
Section  III  of  this  document. 


ba 


JOHN  GLENN 

PflESIDENT 

WILFRED  T.  USSERY 

VICE-PRESIDENT 

KEITH  BERNARD 

GENERAL  MANAGER 


DIRECTORS 
BARCLAY  SIMPSON 

1ST  DISTRICT 

NELLO  BIANCO 

2ND  DISTRICT 

HOWARD  P.  ABELSON 

3RD  DISTRICT 

MARGARET  K.  PRYOR 

4T>I  DISTRICT 

ROBERT  S  ALLEN 

5TH  DISTRICT 

JOHN  GLENN 

6TH  DISTRICT 

WILFRED  T.  USSERY 

7TH  DISTRICT 

ARLO  HALE  SMITH 

8TH  DISTRICT 

JOHN  H.  KIRKWOOD 


BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 
800  Madison  Street  -  Lake  Merritt  Station 
P.O.  Box  12688 
Oakland,  OA  94604-2688 
Telephone  (415)  464-6000 


September  21,  1988 


John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Airport  Master  Plan-Working  Paper  "B."  Although 
we  do  not  have  any  comments  on  this  report,  we  look 
forward  to  reviewing  the  next  working  paper  and  the 
draft  master  plan. 

If  you  need  any  assistance,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  me  at  464-6171. 

Sincerely, 


Karen  Wallsten 

BART  Airport  Extension  Planner 

cc:       Office  of  the  Director, 
San  Francisco  Airport 
Dick  Wenzel,  BART  Manager  of  Planning 


RESPONSE  TO  BART 


No  response  required. 


SFO  Airport  Labor  Coalition 


Sponsored  by 
San  Mateo  County  Central  Labor  Council 
300  8th  Avenue,  Suite  1,  San  Mateo,  CA  94401 
Phone  (415)  340-0418 


September  22,  1988 


John  Costas 
P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Sir: 

As  an  organization  concerned  with  the  general  welfare 
of  the  working  public,  we  find  it  inconceivable  that 
the  Airport  should  create  a  Master  Plan  that  does  not 
include  a  child  care  facility. 

There  are  clearly  non-airport  facilities  demarcated  as 
part  of  the  general  provisions.    However,  this  glaring 
lack  of  a  designated  site,  or  even  orientation  towards 
recognizing  this  urgent  need,  shows  incredible  lack  of 
vision  for  a  business  community  which  according  to  your 
own  statistics  is  responsible  for  181,000  total  Bay  Area 
jobs.    (Economic  Impact  Brochure).     Those  figures  trans- 
late into  a  24  hour  workforce  of  parents  who  need  afford- 
able, accessible,  quality  child  care. 

We  ask  that  you  reconsider  your  current  position.  The 
Master  Plan  must  include  provisions  for  the  working 
population  that  is  the  backbone  of  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport's  success.    Many  other  airports  are 
including  child  care  as  an  important  facet  in  building 
and  maintaining  the  quality  work  environment.    We  hope 
you  can  share  that  vision,  as  well. 


Sincerely, 


SHELLEY  KESSLER 

Assistant  Executive  Officer 

San  Mateo  Labor  Council 


Coordinator,  ALC 


ope  3  afl  cio  174 


TRANSPORT  WORKERS  UNION  OF  AMERICA 

Vir  Transport  Division  -  Local  505 


1521  Rollins  Road,  —  Burlingame,  California  94010 
Phone: (415)  692-1051 


ALFRED  C.  MAYES  President 

RODERICK  S.  BARCLAY  Vice  President 

DALE  M.  PENDLETON  Treasurer 

JOHN  G.  DONNELLAN  Recording-Secretary 


5cfp  tember    EC.  1983 


John  Gtjstav; 

Project   El n q  i  n e e r   PI  a n n  i  n g 

v^.G-    Box   809  7 

San  Francisco.  9^129 


Dear   Mr.  Costas. 

We  have  bee!":  advised   i;hat    the  BFIA  mastrjc    plan  doos.  no  I  in- 
clude    provision   for   a   Child   Care   Center.        Since   thi-^   p,roQra(r  i 
under   yoat"   control,    aiease  consider    thi3    =    formr?»l    request   made  on 
behalf  of   over    1000  of   our   member's   who   are  employed   at   PPIA.  that 
such   a  project   be    included    in   tf"!e   mas  tor   ;jlan   for    BP  I A . 


Sincerely, 


-ec  k    Do  nne  1.  1  an 
Director   o'*'   Safetv   sr. 'J   He 'i  1  th 


JD :  ko 


ooeiu-3-af  1-c  1  o  (M?) 


Community  Services  Program 

San  Mateo  County  Central  Labor  Council,  AFL-CIO 
Art  Pulaski,  Executive  Secretary 


Rayna  B.  Lehman 

AFL-CIO  Community  Services  Representative 


September  21,  1988 

Mr.  John  Costa 
P.O.   Box  8097 
SFOIA 

San  Francisco,     CA  94128 


Dear  Mr.  Costa, 

As  the  AFL-CIO  Community  Services  Representative  for  San  Mateo 
County,  I  have  many  reasons  to  be  concerned  that  the  San  Francisco 
Airport  Master  Plan  does  not  include  a  child  care  facility. 

The  need  for  affordable,  quality  child  care  in  our  communities  is 
very  real  indeed.  Working  parents  should  never  be  faced  with 
jeopardizing  either  job  or  family. 

As  concerned  and  caring  citizens  of  our  communities,  it  is  the 
responsibility  of  all  of  us  to  provide  healthy  communities  in 
which  to  live  and  work.  In  this  decade,  and  certainly  forever 
forward,  the  availability  of  affordable,  accessible,  quality  child 
care  will  be  a  yardstick  by  which  we  measure  ourselves  and  our 
communities . 

As  the  airport  is  an  employer  of  many  thousands  of  working  people, 
I  feel  strongly  that  you  share  this  responsibility. 

I  urge  you  to  be  in  the  forefront,  to  be  deliberate  and  genuine  in 
your  concern  for  these  people;  I  urge  you  to  make  a  statement  to 
all  citizens  and  have  a  positive  impact  upon  the  future,  by  re- 
evaluating the  Master  Plan  and  designating  a  clean,  safe, 
accessible  site  for  our  children. 


I  thank  you  in  advance  for  your  interest  in  this  matter, 


Rayna  |yehman.  Representative 
AFL-CIO  Community  Services 


opeiu-3-af 1-cio 

cc:  Mayor  Art  Agnos 

Art  Pulaski,  San  Mateo  Central  Labor  Council 
Shelley  Kessler,  San  Mateo  Central  Labor  Council 


United  Way  of  the  Bay  Area  •  205  West  20th  Avenue,  Post  Office  Box  5010.  San  Mateo.  California  94402  •  (415)  345-2236 


INTERNATIONAL  ASSOCIATION- 
OF  MACHINISTS  * 
AFL-CIO  ..-  - 


1511  Rollins  Rd.  •  Burlingame,  CA  •   Phone  697-8716 


September  26,  1988 


Mr.  John  Costas 

P.  O.  Box  8097 

S.  F.  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Sir: 

The  labor  community  is  concerned  with  the  general  welfare  of  the  working 
public.  We  find  it  inconceivable  that  the  Airport  should  create  a  Master  Plan 
that  does  not  include  a  child  care  facility. 

There  are  clearly  non-airport  facilities  demarcated  as  part  of  the  general 
provisions.  However,  this  glaring  lack  of  a  designated  site,  or  even 
orientation  towards  recognizing  this  urgent  need,  shows  incredible  lack  of 
vision  for  a  business  community  which  according  to  your  own  statistics  is 
responsible  for  181  ,000  total  Bay  Area  jobs.  (Economic  Impact  Brochure)  . 
Those  figures  translate  into  a  24  hour  workforce  of  parents  who  need 
affordable,  accessible,  quality  child  care. 


I  ask  that  you  reconsider  your  current  position.  The  Master  Plan  must  include 
provisions  for  the  working  population  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 
Many  other  airports  are  including  child  care  as  an  important  facet  in  building 
and  maintaining  a  quality  work  environment.  I  hope  you  can  share  that  vision, 
as  well. 


President,  San  Mateo  County 

Labor  Council,  AFL-CIO 
Chair,  SFO  Labor  Coalition 


cc:      Art  Agnos 

Shelley  Kessler 


opelu-3afl-cio(89)  jw 


OFFICE  &  PROFESSIONAL  EMPLOYEES 


INTERNATIONAL  UNION    •    LOCAL  NO.  3   •  AFL-CIO 


President 
KATHLEEN  KINNICK 


Sr.  Business  Representative 
NANCY  WOHLFORTH 


Secretary-Treasurer 
GEORGE  A.  DAVIS 


J 


AFL-CIO 


CLC 


September  26,  1988 


John  Costas 
P.O.Box  8  097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  California  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

On  behalf  of  approximately  2,000  members  of  Office  &  Professional 
Employees,  Local  3,   I  am  concerned  with  the  general  welfare  of  the 
working  public,  and  find  it  inconceivable  that  the  Airport  should 
create  a  Master  Plan  that  does  not  include  a  child  care  facility. 

There  are  clearly  non-airport  facilities  demarcrated  as  part  of 
the  general  provisions.     However,  this  glaring  lack  of  a  desig- 
nated site,  or  even  orientation  towards  recognizing  this  urgent 
need,   shows  incredible  lack  of  vision  for  a  business  community 
which  according  to  your  own  statistics  is  responsible  for  181,000 
total  Bay  Area  jobs .( Economic  Impact  Brochure)     Those  figures 
translate  into  a  24  hour  workforce  of  parents  who  need  affordable, 
accessible,  quality  child  care. 

We  ask  that  you  reconsider  your  current  position.     The  Master  Plan 
must  include  provisions  for  the  working  population  that  is  the 
backbone  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport's  success.  Many 
other  airports  are  including  child  care  as  an  important  facet  in 
building  and  maintaining  the  quality  work  environment. 

We  certainly  hope  you  can  share  that  vision,  as  well,   and  will 
give  child  care  provisions  priority  by  revising  the  Master  Plan. 


George  A.  Davis 
Secretary-Treasurer 


cc:     Art  Agnos,  Mayor-  San  Francisco 

Shelley  Kessler,   San  Mateo  Labor  Council 
opeiu-30-af 1-cio/c 

995  MARKET  STREET,  16th  FLOOR    •   SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94103     •    TELEPHONE  (415)  777-3444 


tmU  How 


Nap* 


SmNXm* 


Sail  Franclice 


San  Laandro 


Redwood  Clly 


TEAMSTERS' JOINT  COUNCIL  NO.  7 

AFFILIATED  WITH  THE  INTERNATIONAL  BROTHERHOOD  OF  TEAMSTERS,  CHAUFFEURS.  WAREHOUSEMEN  AND  HELPERS  OF  AMERICA 

Serving  the  greater  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 


September  22,  1988 


ORGANIZED  NOVEMBER  18,  1907 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 


PRESIDENT 
Chuck  Mack 

VICE  PRESIDENT 
Vince  Aloise 

SECRETARY-TREASURER 
Ralph  J.  Torrisi 

RECORDING  SECRETARY 
Al  Costa 

TRUSTEES 
Robert  Morales 
Ben  Leal 

Daniel  J.  Sullivan 


Mr.  John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94128 

Dear  Sir: 

As  a  union  concerned  with  the  general  welfare  of  the 
working  public,  we  find  it  inconceivable  that  the  Airport 
should  create  a  Master  Plan  that  does  not  include  a 
child  care  facility. 

There  are  clearly  non-airport  facilities  demarcated 

as  part  of  the  general  provisions.     However,  this  glaring 

lack  of  a  designated  site,  or  even  orientation  towards 

recognizing  this  urgent  need,  shows  incredible  lack 

of  vision  for  a  business  community  which  according 

to  your  own  statistics  is  responsible  for  181,000  total 

Bay  Area  jobs.     (Economic  Impact  Brochure).  Those 

figures  translate  into  a  24-hour  workforce  of  parents 

who  need  affordable,  accessible,  quality  child  care. 


We  ask  that  you  reconsider  your  current  position. 

The  Master  Plan  must  include  provision  for  the  working 

population  that  is  the  backbone  of  San  Francisco  International 

Airport's  success.     Many  other  airports  are  including 

child  care  as  an  important  facet  in  building  and  maintaining 

the  quality  work  environment.     We  hope  you  can  share 

that  vision  as  well. 


Sincerely, 


Chuck  Mack 
President 

Tesunsters'  Joint  Council  7 


CM: jos 

cc:     Mayor  Art  Agnos 


OFFICE:  150  EXECUTIVE  PARK  BOULEVARD,  SUITE  2900.  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CA  94134-3392    (415)  467-7768  -hI^ 


Independenf  Federafion  of  Flighf  Affendanfs 

630  Third  Avenue,  New  York,  New  York  10017 
(212)  697-0654 


September  SI,    1 3B8 


Mr.    John  Castas, 

Asst.    Administrator   S  Chief  Project  Manager, 
P.O.    Box  8097 

San   Francisco    Internationa!  Airport, 
San  Francisco,    CA  94  128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

I   have  revieiued  the  San  Francisco    International    Airport  Master 
Plan  and  find  that   some  Non-Airport   Related  Facilities  are 
included   in  the  Master  Plan.     Houever ,    I  noticed  that   plans  for 
a  childcare  facility  are  not    included    in  this  Master  Plan. 

I  am,    therefore,   ujriting  to  express  my  deep  concern  over  this 
omission. 

San  Francisco    International    Airport    is  the    largest   employer  in 
the  county  and    is  a  S4  hour  f ac i 1 ity.      Many  of  the  employees  who 
ujork   at   the  airport   are  parents  uiho   have  young  ch  i  1  dren  who  need 
convenient,    affordable  childcare. 

The   Independent   Federation  of  Fl  i ght    Attendants  represents 
f 1  i ght   attendants  employed  by  Trans  Uor Id  Air  I  ines.      Many   of  our 
members  reside    in  his  area,    and  are  parents  with   sma 1 1    ch i Idren 
bjho   need  the  proposed  ch  i  1  dcare  faci  1  ity  NOW. 

On  behalf  of  al 1    IFFA  members,    I   urge  you  to   reconsider  your 
position  and   include  plans  for  the  proposed  childcare  facility 
into  the  Master  Plan. 

S  i  ncere 1 y , 


Anamarie  France 
Chairperson,    Section  IV 

Independent   Federation  of  Flight  Attendants 
15  11    Ro 1  1  i  ns  Rd . 
Burlingame,    CA  940  10 

cc/  L.A.    Turpen ,    Director  of  Airports 
Mayor   Art  Agnos 
Airport   Labor  Coalition 


c^^^a  307 


September  21,  1988 


Mr.    John  Costas, 

Asst.    Administrator  S  Chief  Project  Manager, 
P.O.   Box  8097, 

San  Francisco    Internationa!  Airport, 
San  Francisco,    CA  94  128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

I   have  Just   read  the  San  Francisco    International    Airport   Master  Plan  and 
uas  very  disappointed  to  find  that   plans  for  a  ch i I dcare  faci 1  i Ity  are  not 
included    in  this  Master  Plan  although  there  are  some  Non-Airport  Related 
Facilities  which  are  included. 

I   am  a  f 1 i ght   attendant   employed  by  a  major  carrier  and    I   fly  out    of  San 
Francisco    International    Airport.      As  San  Francisco    International  Airport 
is  a  major  employer    in  the  county,    the  availability  of  convenient,  afford- 
able ch  i  1  dcare    is  a  major    issue  amongst   employees  uho   uuork   at    the  airport. 

I   hope  that   you  uj  i  1  1    reconsider  the    importance  of  a  ch i  1 dcare  faci  1  ity 
near  the  airport   and  ensure  that   plans  for   such  a  faci 1  ity  are    included  in 
the  San  Francisco    International    Airport   Master  Plan. 

S  i  ncere 1 y , 


Judy  Smith-Kennedy 
755  Or  i  on  Lane 
Foster  City,    CA  94404 

cc/L . A , Tur pen ,    Director  of  Airports 
Mayor  Art  Agnos 
Airport   Labor  Coalition 


/^/^  7^  %^r-y^t>^  ^    ^^B^c^v^.*^  d:>^cr^  //K 

/'^^-TT??^  7^  ^'^^  ^'^^^  ^-^^^ 


II 


lljohn  Costas  September  25,  1988 

P.O.   Box  8097 

Pan  Francisco  International  Airport 
an  Francisco,   CA  94128 


I 


[Dear  Mr  Costas: 

As   a   couple   who    jointly   have   worked   for   almost   thirty   years   at  SFO,    we  are 

Fxtremely  concerned  about  the  lack  of  planning  for  a  child  care  facility  in 
he  Airport's  Master  Plan. 

jJTens  of   thousands  of  people  from  all  walks  of  life  work  at  the  airport   ,  for 
mirlines,car    rental    company s, security,    transport    companies, and    related    ,  such 
'*as  nearby  hotels.   Many  of  these  people  are  parents  with  a  need  for  affordable 
accessible, qual ity  child  care. 

liLn  this  decade  of  single  parent  families  and  families  where  both  parents  work, 
the  need  for  childcare  facilities  is  a  NEED,   not  a  luxury.   Many  other  airports, 

Rs  well   as  many  other  employers  are  now   including  child  care  as  an  important 
art  of   the  work  environment.    Due  to  the  24  hour,?  day  a  week,  365  day  a  year 
needs  of  airport  operations, it   is   extra  difficult   for  many  airport  employees 

Hto  find  quality  child  care.  As  parents  of  a  two  month  old,  we  would  feel  much 
nore  secure  about  returning  to  vjork  at  the  airport  if  a  child  care  facility 
was  available  or  at  least  in  the  planning  stages.  Child  care  isc^workpl ace 
!i  issue  that  must  be  dealt  with,  and  as  the  largest  employment  site  in  the  county, 
tthe  San  Francisco  Airport  should  begin  to  seriously  plan  for  the  childcare 
■leeds  of  those  working  there. 
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Sincerely, 


Jose  F.  Rosas  and  Deborah  Walter-Rosas 


Child  Care  Coordinating  Council 

OF  SAN  MATEO  COUMTY,  inC.  (4C) 
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Affiliated  with  United 
Way  of  the  Bay  Area 


September   30,  1988 


Mr  .   John  Cos tas 
P.O.   Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International 
San  Francisco,  CA  9^128 

Dear  Mr.  Cos tas 


Ai  r por  t 


This  agency  has  been   involved   in  an  effort  to 
create  a  child  care  center  which  would  meet  the 
needs  of  parents    in  the   round-the-clock,  year 
round  workforce  at   San  Francisco  International 
Airport.     A  suitable   facility  has   become  a  nearly 
insurmountable  obstacle   in  achieving  that  goal. 

Now  that   the  Airport  Commission   is   reviewing  its 
Master  Plan  for   San  Francisco  International 
Airport,    it   seems  an   ideal   opportunity  to  include 
child  care   in  that  plan.     This  would  be  a 
significant   step   in  recognizing  family  issues  and 
their  effect  upon   those  who  work  at  San  Francisco 
International  Airport. 

As  our   local   project  has  evolved,    I   have  heard 
from  staff   of   several   other  international 
airports,    including  Denver,   Salt   Lake  City, 
Kennedy  and  Newark.     Miami  International 
established  a  child  care  facility  through  its 
Airport  Authority  within   the  past  year. 

The  '^C  urges   you   to  consider   a  statement    in  your 
Master   Plan  which  encourages    the  development  of 
child  care  services   to  meet   the  unique  needs  of 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  workers.  If 
you  need  additional    information  about  child  care 
or    if  we  can  be  of  assistance   in  this  regard, 
please  do  not   hesitate  to  call   on  us. 


Execu  t  i  ve 


sche 
Di  r ec tor 


MP:BM 


cc:     Honorable  Art  Agnos 
Mayor,  San  Francisco 


1838  El  Camino  Real,  Suite  214,  Burlingame,  CA  94010    (415)  692-6647 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTERS  REQUESTING 


A  CHILD  CARE  FACILITY 


This  response  addresses  letters  received  from  various  labor  unions, 
employees  of  Airport  tenants,  and  the  Child  Care  Coordinating 
Council  requesting  a  Child  Care  Facility  be  included  in  the  Airport 
Master  Plan. 

In  recognition  of  the  growing  need  for  quality  child  care  services, 
the  Airports  Commission,  since  1985,  has  been  in  support  of  the 
concept  of  a  Child  Care  Center  for  airport,  airline  and  tenant 
employees.  The  concept  was  a  pilot  program  to  be  conducted 
jointly,  by  a  partnership  of  the  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  Labor  Coalition  and  Child  Care  Coordinating  Council  of  San 
Mateo  County  for  a  Child  Care  Center,  at  no  cost  to  the  Airport. 
Since  that  time,  the  Airport  has  been  working  with  this  partnership 
as  well  as  with  the  Airport's  tenants  to  help  bring  this  concept 
to  reality.  In  1987,  a  potential,  on  the  Airport,  was  identified 
and  offered  to  the  partnership  but  financial,  environmental  and 
legal  constraints  precluded  its  eventual  development.  At  a  recent 
meeting  attended  by  representatives  from  the  partnership,  labor 
unions.  United  Way,  Airport  staff.  Airport's  tenants,  and  the  San 
Francisco  Mayor's  Office,  the  following  action  plan  was  agreed  upon 
after  evaluation  of  all  efforts  to  date: 

1)  Update  the  1985  Child  Care  needs  assessment  study,  including 
specific  demographic  information. 

2)  Identify     legitimate     financing     alternatives     beyond  the 
traditional  approach. 

3)  Identify  benefiting  parties  and  entities  and  seek  up  front 
financial  commitments. 

Accomplishing  this  action  plan  will  allow  the  partnership  to 
effectively  evaluate  site  and  facility  opportunities  and  act  upon 
them  immediately  for  the  development  of  a  Child  Care  Center.  The 
Airport  has  committed  resources  to  help  with  the  update  of  the 
needs  assessment  study. 

At  this  time  the  general  consensus  is  that  the  location  of  a  Child 
Care  Center  need  only  be  in  proximity  to  the  Airport  (the  needs 
assessment  update  and  demographic  study  will  evaluate)  and  not 
necessarily  on  the  Airport.  Inclusion  of  a  site  in  the  Master 
Plan,  which  has  been  difficult  to  identify  considering  operational, 
physical,  legal  and  environmental  constraints,  is  unwarranted. 
However,  should  the  demand  dictate  an  on-Airport  location  and  a 
viable  location  can  be  identified,  the  Master  Plan  will  be  updated 
to  include  such  a  facility. 


SECTION  III 


PUBLIC  FORUM  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


The  San  Mateo  Regional  Planning  Committee  and  Airport  Land  Use 
Commission  sponsored  a  public  forum  to  comment  on  the  Airport's 
Master  Plan  Working  Paper  'B'.  This  meeting  was  held  on  October 
27,  1988,  7:30  p.m.  at  the  Burlingame  City  Hall.  Similarly  on 
Tuesday,  December  20,  1988  at  7:00  p.m.  in  San  Francisco  City  Hall, 
the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Staff  sponsored  a  public 
forum  on  Working  Paper  'B'.  Following  are  the  minutes  of  both 
meetings. 


REGIONAL  PLANNING  COMMITTEE 
of     San     Mateo  County 


MEETING  SUMMARY:    SEVENTH  MEETING  of  1988 


October  27,  1988 


1.    Can  to  Order;  Roll  Call 

President  Malcolm  Dudley  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  7:35  p.m.  in  the 
chambers  of  the  Burlingame  City  Council. 


Present 


Absent 


Atherton 
Burlingame 
Foster  City 
Half  Moon  Bay 
Mill  brae 
Pacif ica 
Redwood  City 
San  Mateo  County 


Malcolm  Dudley 
Don  Leimbi 
Roger  Chinn 
Naomi  Patridge 
Janet  Fogarty 
Fred  Howard 
Jack  Murray 
Mary  Griffin 


Belmont 

Brisbane 

Colma 

Daly  City 

East  Palo  Alto 

Hill sborough 

Menlo  Park 

Portola  Valley 

San  Bruno 

San  Carlos 

South  San  Francisco 

Woodside 


Public  Members 

Brooks  Esser 
Herb  Foreman 


Ed  French 
Ben  Halsted 


Sylvia  Gregory 
Charles  Mink 


Al  Teglia  of  Daly  City,  Sylvia  Gregory  and  Charles  Mink  had  notified  that 
they  would  be  unable  to  attend. 

Staff 

Marty  Boat,  San  Mateo  County  Planning  Division 


Others  Present: 

Burlingame  -  Jean  Ann  Carroll;  Foster  City  -  Martha  Wright,  Carole  McEwen; 
Millbrae  -  Jessie  Bracker,  Bob  Ironside  (Planning  Director);  San  Bruno  - 
Rose  Urbach;  San  Francisco  -  Jay  Estey;  Cal trans  Div.  of  Aeronautics  - 
Garth  Hopkins;  San  Mateo  County  Airport/Community  Roundtable  staff  -  Dave 
Carbone;  San  Mateo  County  Economic  Development  Association  -  Bud  Bostwick, 
Steve  Larkin;  San  Mateo  Labor  Council  AFL-CIO  -  Shelley  Kessler;  Transport 
Workers  Union  505  -  Jack  Donnellan;  SamTrans  -  Richard  Gee;  Hotel  Associ- 
ation -  Martin  Kantoff;  Holiday  Inn  South  San  Francisco  -  Bob  Bledsoe; 
Grosvenor  Airport  Inn  South  San  Francisco  -  Marc  Lemiux;  San  Mateo  Times  - 
George  Golding;  San  Francisco  International  Airport  -  Louis  Turpen 
(Director  of  Airports),  Jason  Yuen,  John  Costas,  Jennifer  Donohue,  Michael 
Allen,  Dan  Ng 
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Public  Forum  to  Review  Working  Paper  "B"  of  the  Master  Plan  Project  for 


San  Francisco  International  Airport 


Malcolm  Dudley  opened  the  forum  and  stated  the  RPC/ALUC  interest  in  pro- 
moting wide  discussion  of  proposed  future  planning  proposals  for  the  Air- 
port as  they  are  being  developed.    This  is  an  opportunity  to  receive  input 
on  Working  Paper  "B,"  which  has  been  widely  distributed,  from  the  cities, 
organizations  and  the  general  public. 

John  Costas,  Assistant  Manager,  Planning  and  Construction,  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  gave  a  brief  summary  of  the  status  of  the  planning 
process  and  the  subject  matter  of  Working  Paper  "B,"  the  "concept  plan." 
The  next  product  will  be  a  Draft  Master  Plan,  available  in  the  first 
quarter  of  1989,  accompanied  by  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(hearings  beginning  May  1989).    It  is  anticipated  that  the  Final  EIR  will 
be  prepared  by  the  end  of  1989. 

Ed  French  asked  if  baggage  handling  facilities  had  been  considered  in  con- 
nection with  the  "people  mover"  concept  which  would  connect  a  west-of- 
Bayshore  transit  terminal  with  the  Airport.    John  Costas  replied  that  it 
will  be  considered  when  a  clearer  profile  of  the  transit  concept  is 
developed. 

Mary  Griffin  summarized  eight  points  in  connection  with  her  comments  and 
distributed  copies  in  written  form.    These  included:  ..  (1)  the  need  for  a 
schedule  of  the  Airport  planning  program,  (2)  the  effect  of  withholding  of 
FAA  grant  monies  to  the  Airport,  (3)  the  effect  of  expanded  cargo  facili- 
ties on  late-night  flights,  (4)  the  effects  on  other  local  airports  of  a 
possible  diversion  of  some  general  aviation  from  San  Francisco  Interna- 
tional Airport,  (5)  the  relationship  of  the  location  of  the  people-mover 
system  to  future  transit  facilities,  (6)  impact  of  west  of  Bayshore 
development  on  adjacent  cities,  freeway  access  ramps  to  new  facilities, 
and  off-Airport  impact  of  development  to  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

Janet  Fogarty  referred  to  a  letter  containing  comments  from  the  City  of 
Millbrae.    Additional  comments,  which  reflect  the  feeling  of  the  City 
Council,  would  include  their  opposition  to  a  mass  transit  station  west  of 
Bayshore.    It  would  be  preferable  to  locate  the  station  at  the  Airport 
itself.    This  concept  should  be  included  in  an  alternative  plan.  Other 
concerns  include  funding  for  people-moved  facilities  and  location  of 
parking  facilities  west  of  Bayshore.    John  Costas  responded  that  a 
conceptual  plan  is  now  being  considered,  and  that  many  of  these  concerns 
will  require  further  examination  as  transit  decisions  are  made  by  other 
agencies. 

In  response  to  an  observation  by  Herb  Foreman  that  the  plan  did  not  pro- 
vide for  possible  future  increases  in  capacity  for  use  by  corporate-type 
generation  aviation,  Mr.  Costas  referred  to  studies  recommending  trans- 
ferring some  general  aviation  to  reliever  airports.    It  is  now  proposed  to 
maintain  present  levels,  but  further  study  will  be  required. 

Fred  Howard  referred  to  written  comments  submitted  by  Pacifica.    He  also 
backed  the  idea  of  bringing  transit  into  the  Airport  proper. 


Roger  Chinn  emphasized  the  importance  of  addressing  the  airport  noise 
issues,  which  have  concerned  the  Airport/Community  Roundtable  for  many 

years.    Long-term  solutions  to  noise  must  be  addressed.    He  invited  Louis 
Turpen,  Airport  Director,  to  summarize  the  thinking  of  the  Airport 
management  for  accomplishing  this. 

Lou  Turpen  summarized  recommendations  of  the  1979  Joint  Land  Use  study 
which  offered  three  methods  to  reduce  noise:    cut  flight  operations  in 
half,  acquisition  by  the  Airport  of  all  noise-impacted  residences,  or 
modify  the  runway  system  to  reduce  impacts.    Only  the  third  seems  to  have 
merit,  and  may  still  be  worth  pursuing.    "Runway  displacement"  toward  the 
Bay  may  have  some  benefits.    He  described  some  options  along  these  lines 
which  might  now  be  studied.    Mr.  Turpen  stated  that,  if  there  is  support 
I'or  it,  studies  of  the  feasibility  of  displacing  the  runway  configuration 
as  a  noise  reduction  measure  could  be  undertaken.    These  studies  would  be 
expensive  and  would  touch  on  sensitive  areas,  but  they  could  be  undertaken 
if  desired.    If  authorized,  they  would  be  done  separately  from  the  Master 
Plan  program,  which  has  a  different  time  frame. 

Roger  Chinn  described  some  of  the  current  impacts  of  the  present  Runways 
1,  10  and  28R  locations  on  neighboring  communities.    He  requested  RPC's 
endorsement,  at  least  "in  concept,"  of  the  proposed  runway  modification 
study. 

Lou  Turpen  defined  the  proposal  as:    Can  some  reasonable  modification  of 
runways  effectively  resolve  the  noise  impact  problem?    He  emphasized  that 

such  a  study  must  provide  the  "solution"  to  a  problem,  not  just  further 

mitigation.    He  offered  to  seek  the  funds  for  such  a  study  if  support  is 
forthcoming. 

Roger  Chinn  MOVED  for  endorsement  of  the  concept  to  initiate  a  study  by 
the  Airport  regarding  runway  modifications  for  the  purpose  of  mitigating 
noise  impacts  on  surrounding  communities.    SECONDED  by  Fred  Howard  (as  an 
RFC  member;  not  representig  the  Pacifica  Council). 

On  discussion.  Jack  Murray  inquired  about  the  implications  of  possible 
bayfill  required  for  runway  modifications.    Lou  Turpen  said  that  the 
thought  there  may  be  benefits  which  balance  the  natural  "environmental" 
impacts  that  might  arise.    There  are  no  certain  answers.    The  question  to 
be  answered  is,  is  this  a  viable  alternative  to  be  explored?    The  study, 
if  undertaken,  would  take  several  years;  it  would  not  be  connected  with 
the  current  master  plan  studies. 

Roger  Chinn  stated  that  runway  modification  proposals,  if  feasible,  would 
have  to  be  approved  by  BCDC,  and  would  be  subject  to  full  environmental 
impact  analysis.    Noise  reduction  in  local  communities  might  be  viewed  as 
a  mitigation.    In  his  view,  physical  changes  must  be  made  at  the  airport 
to  appreciably  reduce  noise  impacts. 

Several  members  expressed  some  reluctance  to  vote  on  the  matter  lacking 
formal  authorization  by  governing  bodies;  others  stated  they  would  not  be 
reluctant  to  endorse  a  "study"  at  this  time. 


Roger  Chinn  agreed  to  defer  a  formal  vote  on  the  motion  to  the  next 
meeting,  but  asked  for  a  "straw  vote"  at  this  time  to  obtain  some  idea  of 
the  degree  of  support.    Some  support  for  the  proposal  was  evidenced  by  a 
voiced  expression  at  this  point.    It  was  agreed  that  a  formal  vote  will  be 
called  at  the  December  8  meeting. 

Don  Leimbi  offered  comments  on  behalf  of  Burlingame  regarding  parking 
facilities.    The  future  of  long-term  parking  and  car  rental  agency  storage 
facilities  must  be  considered,  since  in  Burlingame  they  are  likely  to  be 
replaced  by  other  uses  or  limited  in  scope.    He  questioned  the  possible 
relocation  of  maintenance  facilities. 

Brooks  Esser  questioned  whether  facilities  for  handling  an  80  percent 
increase  in  passengers,  such  as  ticketing,  etc.,  were  considered.  Lou 
Turpen  stated  the  intent  is  to  take  care  of  some  of  this  outside  the  main 
terminal  buildings. 

Janet  Fogarty  MOVED  that  RPC  go  on  record  as  recommending  that  the  alter- 
native of  an  interior  mass  transit  station  at  the  Airport  be  included. 
SECONDED.    MOTION  CARRIED. 

Dick  Gee  (SamTrans)  described  the  status  of  MTC  studies  being  formulated 
to  study  Airport  transit  alternatives. 

Janet  Fogarty  MOVED  that  MTC  be  asked  to  include  a  study  of  an  interior 
transit  station  in  its  contemplated  range  of  airport  transit  studies. 
SECONDED.  CARRIED. 

Ed  French  asked  if  there  is  any  mechanism  for  region-wide  coordination  of 
Airport  use.    Lou  Turpen  replied  in  the  negative,  but  that  it  would  be 
desirable.    There  will  be  gradual  progress  toward  this  in  the  future,  but 
it  is  difficult  to  implement  (politically)  in  the  Bay  Area. 

Brooks  Esser  inquired  about  relative  growth  rates  of  Bay  Area  airports. 
John  Costas  and  Lou  Turpen  provided  some  statistics. 

Mary  Griffin  commented  that  she  noted  no  reference  to  child  care  facili- 
ties for  airport  tenants  in  the  draft  master  plan.    Lou  Turpen  replied 
that  Airport  management  is  willing  to  discuss  child  care  facilities  with 
any  tenant,  but  the  Airport  does  not  intend  to  develop  a  facility  itself. 
They  had  made  offers  of  a  west-of-Bayshore  site  to  others  who  may  wish  to 
construct  there.    He  s:tated  that  such  facilities  should  be  located  outside 
the  noise  impact  area--not  on  the  Airport  site.    Mary  Griffin  elaborated 
on  the  need  for  such  facilities  and  tne  "obligation"  of  employers  to 
provide  them.    Lou  Turpen  agreed  to  check  on  any  legal  requirements  for 
providing  child  care  at  the  Airport. 

Shelley  Kessler,  San  Mateo  Labor  Council,  described  a  child  care  project 
of  the  Labor  Coalition.    These  organizations  have  pursued  child  care 
facilities  for  many  years  on  behalf  of  Airport  employees,  and  she  related 
some  of  the  problems  which  employees  have,  particularly  moderate  income 
employees  in  and  around  the  Airport.    The  west-of-Bayshore  lands  offered 
by  the  Airport  lack  improvements  and  infrastructure,  and  are  otherwise 
unsuitable.    It  is  good  business  to  provide  these  care  facilities. 
Employee  transportation  to  work  is  also  a  problem  which  needs  to  be 
addressed.    Existing  facilities  are  dangerous  and/or  expensive  for  some. 


Roger  Chinn  pointed  out  that  there  seems  to  exist  the  basis  for  resolving 
the  problem:    The  Airports  Commission  is  willing  to  address  it;  neighbor- 
ing cities  are  working  on  it;  and  business  enterprises  are  also  involved. 
Perhaps  an  RPC  subcommittee  should  help  in  coordinating  this  and  in 
finding  a  solution. 

Mary  Griffin  reiterated  her  request  that  the  subject  be  addressed  in  the 
Master  Plan.    Jack  Murray  suggested  the  need  for  projections  of  future 
requirements  for  these  facilities.    Lou  Turpen  stated  that  similar  infor- 
mation was  made  available  but  questioned  whether  the  Master  Plan  was  the 
appropriate  place  to  address  it.    The  Airport  is  willing  to  discuss  child 
care  facilities  at  any  time.    Discussion  continued  along  these  lines. 

Martin  Kantoff,  Hotel  Association  of  San  Mateo  County,  asked  for  clarifi- 
cation on  projected  passenger  volumes  and  questioned  the  need  for  an 
on-site/commercial  building.    John  Costas  stated  that  it  would  replace 
existing  structures.    He  suggested  that  increases  in  passenger  cars  at  the 
terminal  site  would  be  undesirable. 

Jessie  Bracker,  Mill  brae  resident,  expressed  concerns  about  possible 
increases  in  taxiway  and  gate  noise  which  would  be  caused  by  proposals 
impacting  Mill  brae.    Accommodating  projected  growth  will  not  be  possible 
without  more  runways. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  10:15  p.m. 
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R  PC  REGIONAL    PLANNING   COMMITTEE   •    SAN   MATEO  COUNTY 


ALUC  AIRPORT    LAND  USE  COMMISSION 

BOUNTY    GOVERNMENT   CENTER    •    REDWOOD    CITY   •    CALIFORNIA    94063     •     (415)  363-4161 


November  2,  1988 


Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Attention:    Chris  Brittle 

Metrocen  ter 

101  Eighth  Street 

Oakland,  CA  94607 

Dear  Mr.  Brittle: 

On  October  27,  the  Regional  Planning  Committee/Airport  Land  Use  Commission  of 
I  San  Mateo  County  sponsored  a  public  forum  to  review  Working  Paper  "B"  of  the 

San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master  Plan  Project. 

Part  of  the  discussion  at  the  forum  focused  on  transit  alternatives  under 
i  consideration  for  improved  access  to  San  Francisco  International  Airport.  It 

I  was  brought  out  that  MTC  is  currently  framing  an  "alternatives  analysis"  for 

the  possible  extension  of  BART  service  to  the  Airport. 

I  RPC  passed  two  motions  with  respect  to  the  Airport  transit  issue:    (1)  the 

San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  was  asked  to  include  consideration  of  an 
"internal"  mass  transit  station  at  the  Airport  in  its  master  plan  studies,  and 
(2)  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  was  asked  to  include  a  study  of 
an  "internal"  transit  station  as  one  of  the  options  in  its  "alternatives 
analysis ." 

I 

»  We  would  appreciate  MTC's  consideration  of  this  request  as  the  alternatives 

analysis  is  being  framed. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Malcolm  Dudley,  President 

by  Marty  Boat,  Acting  Secretary 

I  MD:MDB/fc  -  F1A12443 

Ice:  Alohn  Costas,  Planning  and  Construction,  SFIA 
Janet  Fogarty,  Mi  librae  Council 
Richard  Gee,  San  Mateo  County  Transit  District 


Meeting  Minutes  For  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Master  Plan  Working  Paper  'B' 
Public  Forum 


Tuesday,  December  20,  1988 


San  Francisco  City  Hall,  Room  228,  Civic  Center 


Attendees 


San  Francisco  International  Airport  Staff 
Jason  Yuen,  John  Costas 


Public  Attendees 


Francis  J.  Clauss 
David  Deakin 
Jay  Estey 
Gloria  Fontanello 
Carol  Gamble 


Kurt  Holzinger 
Charles  Kroupa 
Leonard  Lundren 
Kathy  Vannozzi 


Meeting  Minutes 


Mr.  Yuen  opened  up  the  meeting  at  7:10  p.m.  by  thanking  everyone 
for  attending  and  with  introductions  for  himself  and  Mr.  Castas. 
He  advised  the  audience  that  300  copies  of  the  Master  Plan  had  been 
sent  out  to  all  interested  parties,  government  agencies,  and 
companies  for  review  and  comments.  He  stated  that  tonight's 
meeting  was  for  an  opportunity  to  give  the  audience  verbal  comments 
on  the  Master  Plan  Working  Paper  ' B ' . 

Mr.  Holzinger  requested  that  the  staff  briefly  review  the  main 
points  of  Working  Paper  'B'.  Mr.  Costas  reviewed  the  process  for 
the  Master  Plan  and  highlighted  the  main  points  of  Working  Paper 
'B',  emphasizing  that  the  paper  included  the  facility  requirements 
based  on  the  forecasts  of  Working  Paper  'A* ,  development  of 
alternative  concepts  and  then  a  preferred  concept  for  the  Airport 
Master  Plan.  Mr.  Costas  indicated  the  plan's  prime  facility  focus 
was  on  cargo,  ground  access  and  terminal,  and  parking. 

Mr.  Holzinger  was  interested  in  the  relationship  between  the  Master 
Plan  and  the  EIR  and  questioned  the  status  of  the  EIR.  Mr.  Costas 
stated  that  the  original  intent  for  the  EIR  and  Master  Plan  was  to 
produce  them  in  tandem,  however,  according  to  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Guidelines,  the  formal  EIR 
document  could  not  commence  until  a  conceptual  plan  was  in  place 
to  review.  Mr.  Costas  advised  that  work  has  begun  on  the 
Preliminary  Draft  EIR  (PDEIR)  based  on  the  preferred  concept  plan 
in  Working  Paper  'B'.    The  first  iteration  of  the  PDEIR  is  expected 


to  be  delivered  to  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Office  in 
February.  Mr.  Holzinger  asked  if  the  PDEIR  will  be  released  to  the 
public  at  that  time.  Mr.  Costas  stated  that  the  preliminary  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  is  not  a  document  that  is  published  for 
the  public  but  rather  an  in-house  working  document  for  City 
Planning.  However,  anyone  from  the  public  can  go  to  City  Planning 
and  review  it. 

Mr.  Costas  stated  that  the  first  published  document  will  be  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  currently  scheduled  for 
approximately  April  of  1989  give  or  take  a  month  or  two.  Mr. 
Holzinger  was  concerned  that  according  to  the  initial  schedule  for 
the  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  the  Master  Plan  that  the 
process  would  allow  for  evaluation  of  impacts  while  the  plan  was 
being  developed.  Mr.  Costas  said  that  the  Airport's  desire  was  to 
end  up  with  both  products  at  the  same  time.  However,  CEQA 
requirements  precluded  this  and  that  there  still  would  be  an 
evaluation  of  impacts  and  a  chance  to  comment  on  all  these  impacts 
before  a  final  plan  is  accepted.  As  indicated  before,  the  EIR 
could  not  be  produced  until  Working  Paper  'B'  and  the  Draft  Master 
Plan  had  been  produced.  Mr.  Kroupa  asked  who  the  EIR  consultant 
was  and  he  was  advised  it  was  Jefferson  and  Associates  in  San 
Francisco.  Mr.  Lundgren  asked  how  many  aircraft  would  be  expected 
to  come  in  on  the  short  and  long  term  plans;  How  many  additional 
aircraft  would  be  bringing  in  cargo.  After  clarifying  whether  Mr. 
Lundgren  was  talking  about  the  number  of  aircraft  or  the  number  of 
aircraft  operations,  Mr.  Costas  advised  that  the  current  level  of 
operations  at  the  Airport  were  approximately  400,000  but  that 
includes  all  aircraft  not  just  cargo.  Reference  was  made  to 
Working  Paper  'A'  that  had  the  forecast  of  aviation  demand.  Mr. 
Holzinger  indicated  that  Working  Paper  'A'  forecasts  did  not 
specifically  project  the  number  of  operations.  That  was  very  hard 
to  deal  in  terms  of  enplanements  and  work  back  to  an  accurate 
number  of  operations.  Mr.  Holzinger  indicated  that  the  public 
needs  to  know  certain  simple  numbers.  Mr.  Costas  admitted  that  the 
total  annual  operations  are  not  indicated  in  the  Working  Paper  'A', 
however,  by  extrapolation,  those  figures  can  be  determined.  The 
reason  total  annual  operations  were  not  forecast  is  that  for 
determining  what  facilities  are  needed,  total  annual  operations 
has  little  significance.  It  is  the  peak  hour  demand  and  not  the 
annual  demand  that  is  the  criteria  for  determining  facility 
requirements . 

Mr.  Costas  further  clarified  the  current  level  of  operations.  At 
the  end  of  1987,  the  total  air  carrier  operations  were  3  3  0,000  and 
the  total  operations  for  the  year  were  455,000.  Ms.  Gamble  stated 
that  the  air  carrier  operations  are  expected  to  increase  by  one- 
third.  Mr.  Costas  indicated  that  the  forecast  range  could  be 
anywhere  between  345,000  and  440,000  considering  the  unconstrained 
and  constrained  forecast  of  operations  and  enplanements.  That 
range  is  also  dependent  upon  other  factors  including  increase  in 
aircraft  load  factors,  the  type  of  aircraft  capacity,  etc.  Mr. 
Clauss  questioned  the  methodologies  and  assumptions  used  in  making 
the  forecasts  and  inquired  about  any  discussions  that  San  Francisco 


I 


( 


I 


had  with  Oakland,  San  Jose  and  ABAC.  Mr.  Costas  responded  by 
stating  that  Working  Paper  'A'  gave  a  complete  account  of  the 
methodology  for  forecasting  and  that  he  could  not  recall  the 
details  at  this  time  other  than  the  forecasts  considered  the 
economic  factors  of  the  Bay  Area,  aviation  forecasts  at  the 
regional  and  national  level  and  were  coordinated  with  the  FAA, 
MTC/ABAG  and  other  airport  forecasts. 

Mr.  Holzinger  questioned  the  wisdom  of  Working  Paper  'B'  assuming 
the  unconstrained  forecasts.  He  questioned  the  analysis  or 
assumptions  made  that  the  plan  would  follow  the  facility 
development  for  the  unconstrained  forecasts  assuming  no  internal 
or  external  constraints.  Mr.  Costas  indicated  that  the  constrained 
and  unconstrained  forecasts  related  to  developing  facilities  and 
that  the  basic  premise  for  looking  at  facility  development  on  the 
unconstrained  forecast  was  a  matter  of  policy.  It  made  no  sense 
to  look  at  just  the  constrained  forecasts  because  that  is  basically 
a  do-nothing  scenario  and  the  study  would  cease  at  that  point.  The 
basic  premise  of  doing  the  Airport  Master  Plan  is  to  look  at  the 
necessary  and  appropriate  planning  and  development  assuming  a 
unconstrained  forecast  demand.  The  impacts  associated  with  doing 
this  level  of  facilities  development  will  be  thoroughly  addressed 
in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  public  review  and  comment. 
Mr.  Clauss  indicated  that  it  doesn't  have  to  be  one  or  the  other, 
that  there  are  different  levels  of  development  that  can  be  looked 
at.  Mr.  Costas  responded  by  saying  that's  true  but  that  the 
preferred  concept  plan  deals  with  the  optimum  development. 

Mr.  Clauss  commented  that  the  Airport  said  nothing  about  enlarging 
the  runways  or  anything  about  the  noise  problem  or  flight  paths. 
Mr.  Clauss  indicated  that  we  have  done  nothing  to  take  into 
consideration  noise  at  this  time.  Mr.  Costas  stated  this  was 
incorrect  because  Working  Papers  'A'  and  'B'  deal  with  actual 
facility  development  and  that  the  EIR  is  the  vehicle  to  address  any 
noise  associated  with  this  plan.  Additionally,  noise  impacts  have 
been  considered  by  way  of  comparing  the  Airports  Commission  adopted 
noise  abatement  regulation  forecasts  with  the  forecasts  in  the 
Master  Plan  and  finding  that  there  is  a  strong  correlation  between 
those  two  forecasts.  Because  of  this,  it  gives  us  a  basis  to  look 
at  the  expected  noise  contours  as  a  result  of  this  plan.  Again, 
the  EIR  will  evaluate  the  noise  impact  associated  with  the  Master 
Plan. 

Mr.  Lundgren  indicated  that  as  the  frequencies  increase  based  on 
present  operations,  communities  will  just  get  more  noise  impact  as 
a  result  of  the  additional  aircraft  that  would  be  flying  overhead. 
Mr.  Costas  indicated  that  that's  true,  all  things  being  equal. 
However,  all  things  are  not  equal  because  the  Airport  noise 
regulation  takes  into  account  the  requirement  to  phase  in  quieter 
aircraft  and  that  current  airport  noise  mitigation  plans  dictate 
flight  paths  to  mitigate  noise  on  communities.  Mr.  Lundgren  was 
interested  in  the  noise  monitors  that  were  being  installed  in  San 
Francisco  and  Mr.  Costas  offered  a  tour  of  the  Noise  Abatement 
Center  to  anyone  in  the  audience  to  see  what  efforts  are  being  made 


at    San    Francisco.  Mr.    Clauss    stated   that    the   Airport  was 

misrepresenting  this  plan  because  it  wasn't  all  encompassing  as  a 
Master  Plan.     Mr.  Costas  just  accepted  the  comment. 

Mr.  Kroupa  asked  if  the  economic  justifications  and  projections 
were  made  in  a  crude  form  and  will  be  analyzed  thoroughly  in  the 
EIR  and  then  at  that  point  would  there  be  a  basis  for  a  development 
of  the  Airport.  Mr.  Costas  responded  by  saying  that  the  Working 
Paper  'A'  forecasts  were  not  in  crude  form  but  the  statistics  that 
were  derived  were  for  facilities  planning  and  that  the  EIR  will 
take  the  base  forecasts  and  extract  the  necessary  operations  levels 
to  identify  impacts  such  as  noise.  The  economic  justification  for 
the  plan  is  part  of  the  Master  Plan  and  on  a  conceptual  basis  the 
last  chapter  of  Working  Paper  'B'  has  a  review  of  that  economic 
justification.  Again,  the  EIR  would  review  the  economics  of  that 
development.  Mr.  Kroupa  clarified  his  question  by  saying  he  was 
concerned  about  the  economics  of  the  region  in  general  justifying 
an  expansion  of  the  airport.  Mr.  Costas  explained  that  this  goes 
back  to  the  methodology  of  forecasts  in  Working  Paper  'A'  which  is 
in  part  based  upon  the  economic  growth  of  the  Bay  Area.  If 
insufficient  information  is  there,  Mr.  Costas  offered  to  provide 
Mr.  Kroupa  with  any  information  from  our  consultants  and  the 
MTC/ABAG  group.  Mr.  Kroupa  asked  again  if  the  EIR  would  address 
the  issue  and  Mr.  Costas  stated  that  it  would  and  to  the  degree 
necessary  to  satisfy  anyone  questioning  the  development. 

Mr.  Clauss  again  brought  up  the  issue  of  extending  the  runways. 
Mr.  Costas  indicated  that  it  was  not  the  part  of  this  Master  Plan, 
however  a  separate  feasibility  study  is  to  be  undertaken  to  look 
at  reconfiguring  the  runway  system  to  totally  abate  noise  impacts 
on  surrounding  communities.  According  to  the  results  of  this 
study,  the  Master  Plan  could  be  updated. 

Mr.  Holzinger  again  reintroduced  the  issue  of  forecasts  related  to 
the  additional  gates  to  handle  peak  traffic,  peak  hour  of  the  peak 
day  of  the  peak  month.  Mr.  Costas  said  that  the  statement  was 
incorrect  and  that  the  forecasts  are  made  for  the  average  day  of 
the  peak  month.  Mr.  Holzinger  didn't  want  to  misrepresent  the 
facts,  however,  he  sees  that  there  is  a  lot  of  unused  capacity 
during  the  off-peak  hours  which  was  confirmed  by  Mr.  Costas.  Mr. 
Holzinger 's  concern  was  that  Working  Paper  'B'  had  no  discussion 
or  any  incentives  to  flatten  the  peaks  or  no  discussion  of  how 
landing  fees  may  be  used  to  shift  the  capacity  around  to  better 
utilize  the  existing  capacity.  No  alternatives  are  developed  which 
might  shift  some  of  that  capacity  into  the  unused  portions  and 
alleviate  the  need  for  additional  gates.  Mr.  Costas  questioned 
what  could  be  done  with  landing  fees  to  shift  capacities.  Mr. 
Holzinger  indicated  that  you  can  have  higher  landing  fees  during 
peak  times  which  is  a  well  established  allocation  of  resources 
instead  of  just  expanding  resources  to  take  care  of  the  peak 
shifts.  Mr.  Costas  stated  that  this  is  a  problem  at  every  airport 
in  the  United  States  and  we  recognized  a  long  time  ago  that  there 
are  certain  times  of  the  day  where  in  fact  we  have  more  capacity 
than   we   need.      However,    it    is   a   major   concern   to   us   who  are 


operating  the  airport  and  it  is  a  Commission  and  staff  policy  to 
maximize  the  utilization  of  our  resources.  Mr.  Costas  stated  that 
it  doesn't  make  sense  to  build  if  you  don't  need  to  build. 
Unfortunately  the  Airport  operates  under  an  existing  twenty  year 
lease  hold  agreement  with  the  airlines  that  would  probably  preclude 
Mr.  Holzinger's  suggestion.  However,  in  working  out  the  number  of 
gates  required  for  the  long  term  plan,  the  Airport  certainly  looked 
at  efficiency.  The  Airport  is  requiring  a  greater  number  of  turns 
per  gate  (how  many  times  a  day  an  aircraft  is  using  that  gate)  . 
The  Airport  is  also  assuming  higher  load  factors  and  new  technology 
with  greater  capacities  and  is  also  expecting  some  flattening  of 
the  peaks.  However,  the  airlines  themselves  are  starting  to  feel 
the  crunch  of  their  irresponsible  scheduling  and  clearly,  some  of 
that  has  to  be  flattened  out,  but  the  Airport  is  somewhat  limited 
to  control  this  issue.  The  FAA  has  stepped  into  many  other 
airports  and  instituted  slotting  to  solve  this  problem.  Mr.  Costas 
predicted  that  before  there  is  slotting  at  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  there  is  going  to  be  some  flattening  of  the 
peaks.  Mr.  Holzinger  indicated  that  he  would  like  to  see  a  more 
aggressive  stance  taken  by  the  Airport.  Mr.  Costas  stated  that 
there  are  a  lot  of  other  factors  that  constrain  the  Airport '  s 
ability  to  flatten  out  the  peaks  including  international  bi-lateral 
agreements  that  dictate  slots  to  aircraft  flying  into  various  U.S. 
airports.  Those  are  primarily  out  of  the  Airport's  control  and 
are  done  at  the  Washington  level.  Mr.  Yuen  indicated  that  it  was 
a  difficult  problem  because  if  you  flatten  the  peak  at  one  airport 
you  may  have  an  impact  on  another  airport  and  the  airlines  are 
always  scheduling  because  of  marketing  demand  -  that  is  when 
everyone  wants  to  fly  at  a  particular  time  for  their  connection  at 
another  airport.  Mr.  Yuen  indicated  that  if  anyone  has  a  good 
suggestion  to  resolve  this,  the  whole  country  would  love  to  know 
the  solution. 

Mr.  Kroupa  asked  who  made  these  international  agreements  and  Mr. 
Lundgren  answered  it  was  the  Federal  Government.  Mr.  Yuen 
indicated  the  State  Department.     Mr.  Kroupa  asked,   "Not  the  FAA?" 

Ms.  Gamble  made  a  comment  that  it  appears  the  working  papers  have 
projected  a  certain  level  of  growth  and  that  the  Airport  has 
decided  to  respond  to  that  level  of  growth  by  providing  facilities 
to  meet  it.  Mr.  Costas  stated  there  is  a  desire  to  respond  to 
these  forecasts.  Ms.  Gamble  indicated  why  we  have  not  assertively 
sought  alternatives,  some  of  which  may  be  very  complex.  Ms.  Gamble 
found  that  disheartening  and  that  she  looked  to  the  Airport  to 
assume  a  true  leadership  position  rather  than  a  public  relations 
position.  Mr.  Costas  told  Ms.  Gamble  that  there  are  other 
alternatives  to  be  considered.  The  Environmental  Impact  Report 
will  evaluate  those  alternatives. 

Mr.  Clauss  reintroduced  the  problem  of  trying  to  level  the  peaks 
at  the  airport.  Mr.  Costas  once  again  stated  that  one  of  the 
efforts  the  Airport  is  undertaking  is  recapturing  gates  back  for 
airport  control  and  then  requiring  users  of  those  gates  to  provide 
greater  efficiency  by  having  more  aircraft  turn  on  that  gate  on  a 


daily  basis.  Mr.  Clauss  wanted  to  know  if  our  consultants  looked 
at  techniques  such  as  linear  programming  and  Monte  Carlo  simulation 
to  optimize  the  operation  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 
Mr.  Costas  stated  that  they  had  and  referred  him  to  Working  Paper 
'A'  and  offered  to  speak  to  Mr.  Clauss  personally  on  the 
forecasting  methodology  once  he's  had  a  chance  to  review  Working 
Paper  ' A • . 

Mr.  Kroupa  asked  what  is  the  Airport's  relationship  with  the 
airlines  as  far  as  financial  relationships,  operational 
relationships,  etc.  He  asked,  are  you  a  business  which  solicits 
airlines  as  clients  or  do  the  airlines  more  or  less  sit  on  a  board 
on  determining  the  operations  of  the  Airport?  Mr.  Costas  said  the 
airlines  do  not  sit  on  a  board  with  final  authority  to  determine 
the  operations  of  the  Airport.  Mr.  Kroupa  asked  who  has  control 
over  whom.  Mr.  Yuen  indicated  that  the  Airport  had  been  trying  to 
prevent  some  airlines  from  coming  in  with  noisy  aircraft.  So  far 
the  Airport  does  not  have  authority  to  restrict  who  flies  into  the 
Airport.  That  belongs  to  the  Federal  Government.  The  Airport  is 
providing  facilities  for  the  public  use  to  get  to  the  airplane 
between  the  roadway  and  the  aircraft.  Mr.  Costas  stated  that  our 
relationship  is  basically  a  landlord/tenant  relationship.  We  have 
the  property,  we  have  the  facilities,  the  airlines  are  basically 
tenants  but  they  are  tenants  with  leasehold  rights.  That's  the 
business  relationship.  The  Airport  is  owned  and  operated  by  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Airports  Commission.  Financially,  it  operates  as  an  enterprise 
accounting  department  so  it  generates  revenues  to  cover  its  costs. 
What  airline  control  has  over  operating  the  airport  has  been  given 
to  them  in  the  Lease  and  Use  Agreement  and  in  part  that's  to  review 
plans,  make  approvals  on  those  plans,  and  make  recommendations. 
If  the  Airport  seeks  to  fund  airport  development,  the  airlines,  by 
their  leasehold  agreements,  help  underwrite  the  revenue  bonds. 

Mr.  Kroupa  asked  if  the  FAA  can  tell  you  what  airplanes  can  land 
at  the  airport.  The  decision  to  who  flies  in  what  airspace  and 
lands  at  public  airports  is  in  the  domain  of  the  feds.  Mr.  Costas 
stated  that  the  Airport  cannot  preempt  federal  authority  even 
though  we  have  recently  attempted  on  the  noisy  aircraft  case.  Mr. 
Kroupa  stated  that  he  understood  then  that  the  FAA  can  dictate  as 
to  what  airplanes  can  land  here.     Mr.  Costas  agreed. 

Mr.  Lundgren  asked  how  the  FAA  can  respond  to  the  public  and  how 
the  public  can  approach  the  FAA.  Mr.  Costas  indicated  that  there 
is  an  exchange  between  the  FAA  and  the  public.  He  referred  to  the 
Airport  Community  Roundtable  that  the  FAA  sits  on.  Ms.  Gamble 
stated  for  the  record  that  the  Airport's  hands  are  not  entirely 
tied  by  federal  preemption  and  said  the  airport  operators  have 
every  opportunity  under  the  law  to  promulgate  and  enforce 
reasonable  regulations  dealing  with  noise,  among  other  things,  and 
the  way  the  airlines  operate.  Mr.  Costas  referred  Ms.  Gamble  to 
review  the  Q707  case  and  repeated  the  efforts  to  control  the 
situation.  We  are  now  appealing  the  decision  and  Ms.  Gamble 
indicated  they  are  supporting  our  decision  to  fight. 


Mr.  Holzinger  asked  about  the  revenue  bonds  with  an  explanation  of 
how  the  financing  mechanism  works.  Mr.  Costas  explained  the 
difference  between  the  airport  revenue  bonds  and  general  obligation 
bonds  floated  by  the  City.  The  bottom  line  on  the  revenue  bond  is 
there  are  no  tax  payer  dollars  involved.  Mr.  Yuen  also  indicated 
that  the  Airport  forwards  to  the  City  Treasury  revenues  of  about 
eleven  million  dollars.  Mr.  Holzinger  asked  again  can  the  Airports 
Commission  by  itself  independently  float  a  revenue  bond.  Mr. 
Costas  indicated  yes  but  it  would  require  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
and  voters  approval.  Mr.  Holzinger  reiterated  the  process  and  then 
indicated  that  the  taxpayers  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  would  be  guaranteeing  these  bonds.  Mr.  Yuen  and  Mr. 
Costas  responded  by  saying  "absolutely  not"  and  that  the  Airport 
does  not  depend  on  the  City  for  a  single  penny,  the  Airport 
generates  money  for  the  City.  Mr.  Costas  explained  the  workings 
of  the  enterprise  department  using  the  analogy  of  a  profit 
orientated  corporation,  and  that  the  economic  impact  of  the  Airport 
on  San  Francisco  is  certainly  positive. 

Ms.  Gamble  was  concerned  that  if  the  airlines  weren't  able  to  back 
the  bonds,  would  the  bond  holders  be  looking  for  retribution  from 
the  City.  Mr.  Yuen  indicated  that  by  law  they  cannot.  Mr.  Kroupa 
indicated  that  he  thought  the  revenue  bonds  pay  a  higher  rate  of 
interest  because  of  high  risk.  Mr.  Costas  stated  that  was  not 
true.  Airport  bonds  were  tax  exempt  and  San  Francisco  Airport  is 
rated  A  by  Moody's.  Mr.  Yuen  indicated  that  the  rate  on  our  last 
issue  was  sold  at  something  around  7-3/4  percent. 

Mr.  Holzinger  again  brought  up  the  significance  of  noise  impact  and 
noise  mitigation  as  related  to  the  Master  Plan  and  suggested  that 
there  be  a  category  in  Working  Paper  'B'  for  noise  mitigation  and 
noise  monitoring  efforts. 

Mr.  Kroupa  asked  to  what  extent  we  have  considered  Stockton  and 
Sacramento  in  terms  of  passenger  traffic  and  cargo  and  to  what 
extent  cargo  traffic  be  relocated  to  those  airports  or  to  some 
other  airports  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  Mr.  Costas  indicated 
that  we  have  not  looked  at  diverting  cargo  to  other  airports. 

Mr.  Costas  also  described  the  difference  between  pure  cargo  and 
top-off  cargo  and  the  locations  on  the  airport  required  for  these 
two  types  of  cargo  operations.  Mr.  Lundgren  asked  is  if  there 
would  be  an  increase  during  the  next  twenty  years  and  Mr.  Costas 
responded  that  there  would  be. 

Mr.  Lundgren  also  questioned  the  need  for  additional  terminals  and 
gates  in  the  next  ten  years  and  the  following  ten  years  thereafter. 
Mr.  Costas  reviewed  the  plan  showing  the  Boarding  Area  G 
development.  Mr.  Lundgren  also  asked  whether  BART  would  be  speeded 
up  and  the  response  was  that  the  Airport  is  supporting  mass  transit 
to  the  Airport. 

Mr.  Clauss  asked  if  there  were  any  discussions  with  banks  or 
business  communities  about  using  the  airport  for  expediting 
delivery  of  financial  documents.    Mr.  Costas  said  not  directly  but 


indirectly  throughout  the  Airport's  Business  and  Finance  Division 
there  may  have  been  discussions  along  that  line.  The  Airport 
presently  has  Bank  of  America  and  Citibank  at  the  Airport  and  they 
provide  a  number  of  services.  Mr.  Clauss  referred  to  a  meeting  of 
the  Heliport  Committee  at  the  Port  Commission  on  the  need  for  bank 
services  and  stated  why  don't  we  have  a  clearinghouse  down  by  the 
Airport.  Mr.  Yuen  indicated  that  if  that  need  or  demand  is  there, 
it  will  be  addressed. 

Mr.  Holzinger  indicated  that  we  had  stated  that  Boarding  Area  G  was 
part  of  an  older  Master  Plan  and  EIR,  and  would  it  be  fully 
analyzed  in  the  new  EIR.     Mr.  Costas  confirmed  that  it  would. 

Mr.  Holzinger  presented  his  personal  opinion  on  BART  to  the 
Airport,  which  was  that  BART  is  not  going  to  the  Airport,  it  is 
going  near  the  Airport  and  feels  that  this  is  a  very  big  mistake. 
Mr.  Holzinger  referenced  the  kind  of  system  at  J. F.K.  and  that  our 
proposed  people  mover  system  is  not  the  thing  that  is  going  to 
work.  Mr.  Costas  indicated  that  all  studies  to  date  indicate  that 
mass  transit  directly  to  the  terminal  complex  is  infeasible  from 
a  cost  and  engineering  point  of  view.  If  the  people  mover  system 
is  not  designed  to  appropriate  criteria  it  will  not  work.  However, 
there  are  stringent  design  criteria  for  the  people  mover  system  and 
the  Airport  expects  to  have  the  appropriate  linkup  for  mass  transit 
service.  Further  discussion  proceeded  on  location  of  BART  at  the 
Airport  and  the  Airport's  concept  of  connecting  the  mass  transit. 
Mr.  Costas  stated  that  the  decision  is  not  totally  the  Airports. 
The  Airport  Master  Plan  has  just  responded  to  the  various  measures 
that  have  been  approved  on  the  peninsula  in  terms  of  location  of 
mass  transit  at  the  Airport. 

Ms.  Gamble  once  again  reiterated  her  concern  over  our  view  that  the 
Airport  is  a  conduit  for  economic  growth  and  that  this  was  an 
outmoded  response.  She  hoped  that  the  Airport  would  adopt  a  more 
questioning  perspective  on  our  position  as  we  continue  to  move 
forward  with  our  plan. 

Mr.  Lundgren  brought  up  the  question  about  the  additional  noise 
monitors  that  are  being  installed  in  San  Francisco  and  Mr.  Costas 
responded  that  although  this  was  not  part  of  the  Master  Plan,  that 
five  more  monitors  will  be  installed  approximately  at  the  end  of 
this  month.  Mr.  Yuen  offered  to  advise  the  Airport's  noise 
monitoring  people  to  contact  Mr.  Lundgren  if  necessary.  Mr. 
Lundgren  related  his  experience  of  calling  our  noise  monitoring 
group  and  wanted  to  know  what  follow  up  there  would  be  to  his  phone 
calls.  He  indicated  that  in  his  past  experience,  follow-up  has  not 
been  made.  Mr,  Lundgren  then  went  on  with  a  discussion  of  the 
various  flight  paths  aircraft  were  taking  over  various  parts  of  the 
City  and  the  peninsula  and  the  increasing  noise  problem  associated 
with  them.  Mr.  Yuen  indicated  that  we  would  pass  on  the  comments 
to  our  Noise  Abatement  Department. 

Mr.  Kroupa  asked  about  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Airport  and  how  it 
fits  structurally  into  the  fabric  of  the  political  organization. 
His  understanding  was  that  the  Airports  Commission  is  responsible 


to  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors.  Mr.  Yuen  responded  by 
saying  that  the  Airport  is  physically  owned  by  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  the  Mayor  appoints  the  Airports  Commission 
members  and  that  there  are  five  members  on  the  Commission.  The 
Airports  Commission  sets  policy  in  running  the  Airport  and  appoints 
a  Director  of  Airports,  in  this  case,  Mr.  Lou  Turpen.  It  is 
basically  a  department  of  the  City.  Mr.  Kroupa  stated  that  the 
Airports  Commission  is  responsible  to  the  Mayor.  Mr.  Yuen 
confirmed.  Mr.  Kroupa  then  stated  that  the  Airport  is  not 
answerable  to  zoning  regulations  of  San  Mateo  County  or  any  city 
in  the  county  nor  the  Airport  Land  Use  Commission  or  the  Regional 
Airport  Planning  Committee.  Mr.  Costas  indicated  that  was  not  true 
and  began  to  describe  the  different  levels  of  responsibilities  and 
different  levels  of  answerability.  As  an  example,  the  Airport  Land 
Use  Commission  as  mandated  by  the  state  law,  requires  a  review  of 
all  plans  of  our  facility.  The  Airport  is  answerable  to  the  F.A.A. 
when  it  comes  to  safety  issues,  etc.  Mr.  Kroupa  was  searching  for 
a  specific  response  on  who  the  Airport  answers  to.  Specifically, 
who  has  jurisdiction  over  what  the  Airport  can  or  cannot  do  and  the 
power  to  prevent  from  doing  something.  Mr.  Costas  responded  that 
the  immediate  authority  is  the  Airports  Commission. 

Mr.  Kroupa  asked  if  there  were  state  agencies  that  affect  us.  Mr. 
Yuen  responded  that  agencies  such  as  the  California  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  for  example  was  a  state  authority.  Mr.  Kroupa  also 
asked  whether  we  are  subject  to  the  laws  of  BCDC.  Mr.  Costas 
confirmed.  Mr.  Lundgren  stated  what's  coming  out  of  all  of  this 
is  that  the  Airports  Commission  is  the  legislative  body  for  the 
Airport.  Mr.  Yuen  confirmed  that  it's  the  policy  maker  and  the 
policy  body. 

After  much  discussion  in  trying  to  clarify  who  the  policy  setting 
bodies  are  for  the  Airport  and  clarifying  all  the  entities  that 
have  an  effect  on  the  Airport,  Mr.  Kroupa  stated  that  what  he 
surmises  is  that  the  Airports  Commission  is  in  effect  sitting  as 
a  council  which  makes  its  own  land  use  regulations.  This  was 
confirmed  by  Mr.  Yuen  and  Mr.  Costas. 

Ms.  Fontanello  indicated  that  we've  given  up  control  on  land  use 
development  around  the  Airport  and  Mr.  Yuen  indicated  that  we  can't 
directly  control  areas  outside  the  Airport.  However,  Mr.  Costas 
indicated  that  one  of  the  functions  of  the  Airport  Land  Use 
Commission  is  to  assure  compatible  land  use  development  surrounding 
the  Airport. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Costas  and  Mr.  Yuen  thanked  everyone  for 
attending  the  meeting,  indicating  it  was  a  positive  meeting  and  if 
there  were  any  other  questions  to  call  Mr.  Yuen  or  Mr.  Costas.  An 
offering  was  also  made  to  visit  the  Noise  Monitoring  Facility  at 
the  Airport.  The  question  was  asked  when  the  next  public  forum 
would  be  held  and  Mr.  Costas  indicated  that  it  would  be  at  the  time 
the  Draft  Master  Plan  is  produced. 


Additional  discussion  was  had  on  the  advertisement  of  this 
particular  meeting  and  there  was  some  concern  from  the  public  that 
there  wasn't  sufficient  notice.  Mr.  Costas  stated  that  not  only 
legal  notices  were  given  in  the  newspaper  in  sufficient  time,  but 
the  Mayor's  office  had  been  contacted  and  every  city  library  had 
been  contacted  with  notice  of  this  particular  meeting.  Mr. 
Lundgren  suggested  that  the  Planning  Department  also  post  notice 
of  the  meeting.  Mr.  Costas  agreed  that  the  next  time  he  will  also 
advise  the  Planning  Department  to  post  a  notice  of  such  meetings. 

Mr.  Estey  and  Mr.  Holzinger  were  concerned  about  preliminary  draft 
of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  again  and  asked  if  that  could 
be  reviewed.  Mr.  Costas  stated  what  the  purpose  of  that  PDEIR  was 
and  indicated  that  if  there  is  any  review  by  the  public,  it  could 
be  done  so  through  the  City  Department  of  Planning. 

Mr.  Kroupa  stated  that  the  next  time  we  would  be  soliciting 
comments  from  the  public  would  be  after  the  Draft  EIR  is  published. 
Mr.  Costas  indicated  that's  true  and  that  the  distribution  was 
determined  by  the  City  Planning,    Office  of  Environmental  Review. 

Mr.  Estey  made  a  request  that  since  he  was  on  the  Noise  Committee 
that  our  producing  300  copies  were  not  enough  and  that  every  member 
of  the  Noise  Committee  should  have  a  copy.  Mr.  Costas  indicated 
that  the  Noise  Committee  is  given  at  least  two  original  copies  and 
that  reproductions  could  be  made  available.  Mr.  Costas  stated  that 
he  will  attempt  to  have  additional  copies  sent  to  the  Noise 
Committee  on  the  next  draft  plan. 

The  meeting  concluded  at  9:10  p.m. 
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APPENDIX  A 


REVISED  INTERNATIONAL  TERMINAL  COMPLEX 


During  the  past  seven  years,  since  the  completion  of  the  existing 
International  Terminal  Complex,  growth  in  international  passenger 
traffic,  specifically  in  the  Pacific  Rim  market,  has  grown  faster 
than  forecasted.  The  existing  International  Terminal  Complex, 
comprised  of  the  Central  Terminal  and  Boarding  Area  D,  has  a 
capacity  of  ten  Boeing  747-200  aircraft  gates,  four  wide-body 
baggage  claim  carousels  and  a  Federal  Inspection  Service  one-stop 
processing  area  with  a  maximum  processing  capacity  of  one  thousand 
passengers  per  hour.  This  complex  is  currently  insufficient  for 
meeting  current  international  traffic  and  will  be  unable  to  handle 
the  future  international  traffic  demand  at  San  Francisco 
International  Airport. 

With  the  introduction  of  the  Boeing  747-400  aircraft  by  airlines 
serving  the  Pacific  Rim  market.  Boarding  Area  D  will  be  unable  to 
accommodate  a  full  ten  gate  compliment  of  these  aircraft.  Baggage 
systems,  which  marginally  satisfy  the  existing  aircraft  demand  are 
inadequate  for  serving  the  B747-400  aircraft.  Similarly,  the  FIS 
one-stop  processing  cannot  handle  current  peak  load  aircraft 
arrivals,  and  delays  of  up  to  two  hours  are  frequently  occurring. 

Working  Paper  'B'  presented  a  concept  to  expand  the  International 
Terminal  gate  facilities  by  converting  domestic  gate  facilities  on 
Boarding  Area  E  into  international  gates.  After  further  study  of 
this  concept  the  following  deficiencies  were  noted: 

a)  A  convenient,  cost  effective  and  operationally  effective 
connection  between  the  two  boarding  areas  could  not  be 
achieved. 

b)  The  total  number  of  domestic  gates  converted  to  international 
gates  was  marginal  in  satisfying  future  demand. 

c)  The  physical  envelope  of  Boarding  Area  D  and  E  was  incapable 
of  being  satisfactorily  modified  to  house  an  expanded  two-stop 
FIS  processing  area  and  additional  baggage  systems  to  support 
the  additional  international  gates. 

Consequently,  SFIA  is  revising  its  International  Terminal  Complex 
Concept  by  proposing  to  relocate  its  International  Terminal  to 
Boarding  Areas  A  and  G  from  the  currently  proposed  Boarding  Areas 
D  and  E.  Under  this  concept,  a  new  building  will  be  constructed 
between  these  two  boarding  areas  west  of  the  existing  parking 
garage  to  house  the  check  in  and  foreign  arrival  facilities.  The 
relocated  International  Terminal  will  be  served  by  a  new  elevated 
roadway  system  which  will  segregate  the  vehicles  of  domestic  and 
international    passengers   before   they   enter   the   Airport.  This 


Conceptually,  the  total  complex  will  be  approximately  one  and  one 
half  million  square  feet  and  have  the  capability  of  accommodating 
up  to  twenty  six  international  gates.  These  gates  will  also  have 
the  ability  to  convert  to  domestic  gates  as  required.  Federal 
Inspection  Services  Processing  (two  stop  processing)  will  have  the 
capacity  to  process  up  to  five  thousand  passengers  per  hour.  The 
baggage  claim  systems  will  be  able  to  handle  up  to  twelve 
simultaneous  arriving  flights. 

Construction  is  planned  in  two  phases.  Phase  One  for  Boarding  Area 
G  and  the  International  Terminal  Building  and  Phase  Two  for 
Boarding  Area  A.  The  phasing  anticipates  that  existing 
international  carriers  in  Boarding  Area  D  will  relocate  to  Boarding 
Area  G  in  the  new  International  Terminal  after  completion  of  Phase 
One.  The  existing  Boarding  Area  A  carriers  (fourteen  gates)  will 
relocate  to  the  vacated  Boarding  Area  D  so  that  the  second  phase 
of  the  new  International  Terminal  Complex  (Boarding  Area  A)  can  be 
constructed . 

The  estimated  opening  dates  are  1993  for  Phase  One  and  1995  for 
Phase  Two.  The  estimated  construction  cost  is  approximately  two 
hundred  fifty  million  dollars.  This  concept  will  be  studied 
further  and  incorporated  into  Working  Paper  'C  -  Draft  Master 
Plan. 


PROPOSED  NEW  INTERNATIONAL  TERMINAL 
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APPENDIX  B 


AIRFIELD  IMPROVEMENTS 


Master  Plan  Working  Papers  'A'  and  'B'  have  concluded  that  the 
present  airfield  is  capable  of  supporting  the  bulk  of  the  forecast 
operational  demand  during  Visual  Flight  Rule  (VFR)  operating 
conditions.  In  essence,  forecast  level  of  activity  on  an  average 
day  of  the  peak  month  can  be  accommodated  under  VFR  conditions. 
However,  during  Instrument  Flight  Rule  Conditions  (IFR) ,  delays  and 
congestions  will  continue  to  grow  as  the  long-term  forecast  is 
realized.  The  December  1987  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Airports  Task 
Force  Capacity  Study  had  made  recommendations  for  improvements  on 
San  Francisco  International  Airport's  airfield,  air  traffic 
control,  facilities  and  equipment,  and  user  operations  to  mitigate 
airfield  delays.  After  evaluation  of  a  number  of  recommended  items 
in  the  action  plan,  the  Airport  is  pursuing,  under  its  approved 
Five  Year  Capital  Plan,  the  following  airfield  improvement 
projects: 

1)  A  microwave  landing  system. 

2)  An  extension  of  Taxiway  L  to  Runway  19L. 

3)  An  extension  of  Taxiway  V  to  Taxiway  L. 

4)  The  construction  of  a  high  speed  exit  Taxiway  Z  at  Runway  19L 
and  Taxiway  F. 

5)  The  construction  of  a  high  speed  exit  Taxiway  Y  at  Runway  lOL 
and  Taxiway  L. 

In  addition  to  the  above  projects,  during  February  1989,  the 
Airport  installed  a  dual  Taxiway  system  southeast  of  Boarding  Areas 
A  and  B.  The  FAA  instituted  an  off-set  instrument  approach  to 
Runway  28R  as  recommended  in  the  Task  Force  Plan. 

The  Task  Force  Study  also  recommended  diversion  of  50%  of  the 
General  Aviation  aircraft  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
to  reliever  airports.  The  current  Airports  Commission  policy  is 
not  to  encourage  growth  of  General  Aviation  at  SFIA.  Upon 
implementing  all  feasible  improvements  to  the  airfield  to  reduce 
delays  and  other  measures  including  airline  rescheduling  at  peak 
periods,  this  policy  may  be  revised  as  an  option  to  mitigate 
airfield  delay. 

The  Task  Force  Study  also  recommended  significant  airfield 
improvements  by  way  of  extending  Runways  19L/R,  Runways  29L/R  and 
constructing  an  independent  parallel  Runway  28.  These  were 
identified  as  long  term  capacity  improvements.  The  primary 
constraints  to  these  recommendations  are  the  environmental  concerns 
associated  with  this  development. 


The  Airport  is  presently  embarking  upon  a  feasibility  study  to 
determine  if  there  is  a  runway  configuration  and/or  modification 
that  will  totally  abate  noise  on  surrounding  communities  based  on 
the  State  criteria  of  the  65CNEL  noise  impact  area.  If  such  a 
runway  modification  and/or  reconfiguration  exists,  and  it  can  be 
implemented  satisfying  environmental  concerns,  such  a  runway  system 
may  also  have  some  resultant  capacity  improvements  to  the  airfield. 
This  is  a  separate  study  from  the  Master  Plan. 
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APPENDIX  C 


REVISED  MASTER  PLAN  AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  SCHEDULE 


The  current  schedule  for  completion  of  Working  Paper  'C  -  Draft 
Master  Plan  is  May  19,  1989.     (See  Exhibit  1). 

The  current  schedule  for  publishing  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  is  September  1989.  (See  Exhibits  2  &  3) .  The  schedule  is 
controlled  by  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Department,  Office 
of  Environmental  Review.  City  Planning  will  not  commit  to  a  fixed 
schedule  until  submission  of  the  Preliminary  Draft  Environmental 
Report . 


EXHIBIT  1 
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San  Francisco  City  Planning  - 


EIR  Process 
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TEXT  ADDENDUM 


CHAPTER  PAGE  ADDENDUM 


I  8.7  Change  "Maintenance  Operations  Center  - 

M.O.C."  to  "United 's  Service  Center" 

t  8.9  Change  first  paragraph  3rd  sentence 

under  "PARKING"  from  "  11,600  tenant 

employee  spaces  and  1,905  City  employee 
spaces."  to  "....12,338  tenant  employee 
spaces  and  1,167  City  employee  spaces." 

Add  to  first  paragraph  under  "PUBLIC 
PARKING"  last  sentence  -  However  if  off- 
airport  parking  operators  do  not  maintain 
existing  capacity  or  accommodate  nominal 
growth,  the  on-airport  demand  for  public 
parking  will  increase  and  additional  on- 
airport  parking  facilities  will  have  to 
be  considered. 

8        8.9  table  8.9  Correct  table  8.9  to  read: 

Existing 

Parking      Capacity        1986        1996  2006 


Public 

-  Long  Term  3,250  3,800  5,600  6,800 

Tenant           12,338  9,680  12,320  13,192 

City                  1,170  1,200  1,600  2,000 


8.10  Change  first  paragraph,   first  sentence 

under  "TENANT  PARKING"  from  "The  11,600 
parking  spaces...."  to  "The  12,338  parking 
spaces...."  and  add  "hotel,  bank,  San 
Francisco  Community  College,  Lot  D.  and 
other. ..." 

Change  first  paragraph  second  sentence 
under  "CITY  EMPLOYEE  PARKING"   from  "... 
city  employees  has  the  highest  count 
with  838  spaces."  to  "....city  employees 
has  100  spaces." 
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Change  first  paragraph  second  sentence 
from  "....a  total  of  1,905  City  employee 
parking  spaces."  to  "....a  total  of  1,167 
City  employee  parking  spaces . " 

Omit  "(thus  the  44%  parking  for  City 
employees  is  in  Lot  D) "  in  second  paragraph 
second  sentence  under  "CITY  EMPLOYEE 
PARKING." 

9.2  Second  paragraph,  last  sentence  change  to 

read  -  "Also  incorporated  into  this 
facility    is  a  ground  transportation  center 
that  can  accommodate  courtesy  vans,  on- 
demand  vans,  buses,  and  taxis". 

9.4  Change  "demolition  of  existing  Maintenance 

Operations  Center"  to  "demolition  of 
existing  United 's  Service  Center". 

9.10  Fig.  9.6  Change  "Tenant  Parking"  to  "Public 

9.12  Fig.  9.8  Parking",;  change  "private"  to  "off- 

airport";  add  "on-airport"  to  "short-term 
and  long-term".       Add  "tenant  parking" 
section  with  figures  from  Table  8.9. 
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Response  to  significant  correspondence  related  to  Master  Plan  - 
Working  Papers  A  &  B. 


CITY  AND  COUNTY 


OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


AIRPORT  NOISE  COMMITTEE 

1275  Market  Street,  Suite  1300  •  San  Francisco  94102 

March  5, 1989 
Sally  Maxwell 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 


Dear  Ms.  Maxwell, 

As  you  know,  the  Airport  Noise  Committee  was  formed  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  response  to  a  sharp  increase  in  aircraft  traffic  over  San 
Francisco  neighborhoods  in  late  1986  and  early  1987.  To  date,  this  noise 
pollution  has  not  ended,  and  many  residential  neighborhoods  continue  to 
find  their  once  peaceful  quietude  destroyed.  Furthermore,  the  committee  is 
aware  of  neighborhood  noise  groups  which  recently  formed  in  Pacifica  and 
the  East  Bay,  citing  a  similar  increase  in  noise  pollution  from  operations  at 
San  Francisco  International  Airport.  We  do  not  wish  to  appear  as 
obstructionists;  however,  it  is  difficult  for  the  committee  to  contemplate  any 
further  expansion  of  the  airport  until  the  existing  noise  impacts  are  reduced. 

The  committee  has  reviewed  Working  Papers  A  and  B,  and  discussed  the 
proposed  Master  Plan  at  several  meetings.  In  addition,  members  have 
attended  workshops  on  the  Master  Plan  conducted  by  the  Airport  staff. 
From  this  information,  the  committee  has  produced  the  attached  summary 
and  assessment  of  the  Working  Papers.  While  this  summary  does  not 
comment  on  every  point  in  the  Working  Papers,  it  serves  to  highlight  areas 
of  concern.  Moreover,  many  of  the  comments  outlined  in  the  summary 
point  to  issues  which  a  thorough  EIR  should  address. 

Since  your  office  will  be  determining  the  scope  of,  and  evaluating  the  EIR, 
the  committee  felt  it  important  that  you  receive  a  copy  of  our  summary  and 
assessment  of  the  Working  Papers.  The  committee  hopes  that  it  will 


I 

m 


contribute  to  the  development  of  an  EIR  which  seriously  examines  the 
impacts  of  the  proposed  expansion,  and  defines  specific  abatement  measures. 

Sincerely, 


Chairman 

Airport  Noise  Committee 


cc:  Mayor  Art  Agnos 

Supervisor  Jim  Gonzalez 

Mr.  Lou  Turpen,  Director  of  Airports 


CITY  AND  COUNTY 


OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


AIRPORT  NOISE  COMMITTEE 

1275  Market  Street,  Suite  1300  •  San  Francisco  94102 

SAN  FRANCISO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 
MASTER  PLAN  WORKING  PAPER  A  AND  B 
SUMMARY  AND  ASSESSMENT 
February  1989 

1.  DESCRIPTION:  The  Master  Plan  currently  being  developed  by  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  (SFIA)  anticipates  a  near  doubling  of  aircraft  traffic  over  the 
next  twenty  years.  Capital  improvements  include  the  expansion  of  cargo  facilities 
and  the  addition  of  a  new  terminal  with  additional  gates.  These  improvements  will 
contribute  to  a  marked  increase  in  aircraft  traffic;  and  without  strict  abatement 
measures,  a  concurrent  increase  in  aircraft  noise  pollution.  Total  costs  for  this 
expansion  is  almost  one  billion  dollars. 

n.  ASSESSMENT:  The  committee  has  examined  both  Working  Paper  A  and 
Working  Paper  B,  which  have  been  released  as  part  of  the  Master  Plan  process.  An 
Environmental  Impact  Report  will  also  be  produced.    The  following  comments  are 
directed  to  the  working  papers,  but  also  define  those  items  which  an  thorough  EIR 
should  address. 

1.  Economic  and  Demographic  assumptions:  Working  Paper  A  projects  an 
increased  demand  based  on  thin  economic  data.  The  economic  assumptions  are  not 
examined;  worldwide  economic,  business  and  demographic  cycles  are  not 
considered.  The  committee  believes  that  a  thorough  assessment  of  the  projections 
by  an  outside  consultant  is  warranted. 

2.  Passengers  vs  Cargo:  Most  of  the  growth  projections  are  based  on  passenger 
traffic,  with  a  small  section  devoted  to  an  increase  in  cargo  tonnage  .  However, 
nearly  half  the  projected  expenses  are  directly  related  to  the  expansion  of  cargo 
handling  facilities.  This  discrepancy  needs  to  be  addressed.  Cargo  flights  can  be  a 
major  source  of  noise  pollution  due  to  the  type  of  aircraft,  and  weights  involved.  In 
addition,  these  flights  often  occur  at  night  which  is  particularly  intrusive.  An 
increase  in  the  noise  pollution  created  by  cargo  flights  may  necessitate  specific  new 
regulations  like  a  Single  Event  Noise  Exposure  Level  (SENEL). 

3.  Improving  Management:  Neither  Working  Paper  addresses  the  benefits  to 
be  derived  from  improved  management  of  existing  facilities.  For  example,  the 
airport  has  flights  scheduled  in  excess  of  capacity  at  different  times  during  the  day. 
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This  reflects  the  problem  of  accommodating  "peak  demands"  on  the  airport.  To 
date  there  has  been  no  consideration  of  ways  to  distribute  demand  more  equally 
through  the  day,  thereby  eliminating  the  need  for  additional  capital  expenses.  A 
leveling  of  demand  might  be  accomplished  by  simple  fee  structure  changes.  In 
addition,  demand  for  parking  spaces  can  be  reduced  by  appropriate  scheduling  of 
work  shifts. 

4.  Alternatives  to  Air  Transportation:  To  date,  neither  paper  has  explored  the 
alternatives  which  are  available  to  transport  people  from  place  to  place.    Much  of 
the  traffic  from  San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  bound  directly  for  Los 
Angeles,  and  the  development  of  high  speed  rail  transport  may  be  a  cost-effective 
solution.  While  the  airport  may  find  that  the  demand  can  be  satisfied  in  more 
efficient  ways  than  by  its  own  expansion;  that  realization  would  benefit  the  larger 
society,  and  deserves  serious  examination. 

5.  Regional  Solutions:  Demand  for  air  transport  from  SFIA  comes  from 
throughout  the  Bay  Area  region,  however,  the  Master  Plan  does  not  examine  ways 
in  which  the  projected  increases  might  be  better  met  by  a  concerted  effort  of  the 
regional  airports.  Rather,  SFIA  is  simply  trying  to  increase  is  already  huge  share  of 
demand.  The  Master  Plan  should  consider  the  possibility  of  creating  a  region  wide 
agency  which  could  coordinate  efforts  at  aircraft  noise  reduction. 

6.  Noise  Measurement  and  SENEL:  The  current  standard  of  noise 
measurement  in  California  is  the  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (CNEL). 
This  noise  measure  averages  the  amount  of  noise  pollution  over  the  day,  with  an 
weighting  factor  for  nighttime  noise.  Many  studies  have  questioned  the  ability  of 
this  standard  to  accurately  measure  noise  impacts.  Very  loud  single  noise  events 
are  hidden  by  the  averaging,  and  true  impacts  ignored.  In  comment  to  the  Federal 
Aviation  Agency  on  its  noise  abatement  programs,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA),  stated  that  the  noise  levels  associated  with  this  measure  are  too  loud 
and  should  be  reduced.  A  Single  Event  Noise  Exposure  Level  (SENEL)  could  help 
protect  against  these  impacts;  and  some  airports  have  used  this  type  of  standard. 
The  Master  Plan  and  EIR  should  examine  the  possibility  of  reducing  expected  noise 
impacts  by  instituting  a  SENEL  standard. 

7.  Airports  Commission  Noise  Regulations:  The  Airports  Corhmission 
recently  adopted  noise  regulations  which  will  phase  in  the  use  of  quieter  aircraft 
over  a  period  of  years.  These  aircraft  are  called  Stage  3  aircraft  and  are  generally  less 
loud  than  the  older,noisier  Stage  2  aircraft.  However,  some  larger  Stage  3  aircraft  are 
actually  noisier  than  Stage  2  aircraft.  Moreover,  the  FAA  allows  some  retro-fitted 
Stage  2  aircraft  to  be  certified  as  Stage  3,  even  though  the  actual  noise  reduction  is 
minimal.  Therefore,  the  regulation  may  not  achieve  its  goal  of  insuring  the 
"continual  reduction  of  cumulative  aircraft  noise".  A  thorough  assessment  of  the 
projected  increase  in  traffic,  the  expansion  of  flight  tracks,  and  the  resulting  noise 
must  be  conducted.  The  ability  of  the  noise  regulations  to  actually  reduce  noise 
must  be  assessed.  Increases  in  loud  single  events  should  be  studied  thoroughly. 
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8.  Safety:  The  presence  of  aircraft  noise  serves  as  an  indicator  of  possible 
safety  issues.  As  ever  more  aircraft  are  flown  over  residential  areas  ,  often  with 
flight  paths  that  criss-cross,  concerns  about  safety  must  be  examined.  The  wisdom  of 
further  increasing  flights  over  densely  populated  residential  neighborhoods,  is  open 
to  question.  The  Master  Plan  and  EIR  should  examine  ways  to  route  aircraft  away 
from  densely  populated  areas,  for  both  noise  and  safety  considerations. 
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March  28,  1989 


Mr.  Curt  Holzinger,  Chairman 
Airport  Noise  Committee 
1275  Market  St.,  Suite  1300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Mr.  Holzinger: 

I've  just  received  a  copy  of  your  March  5  letter  to  Ms.  Sally 
Maxwell  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  In  reviewing  your 
summary  and  assessment  of  Master  Plan  Working  Papers  A  &  B,  I  see 
a  need  to  clarify  our  Master  Plan  process  and  correct  some  apparent 
misunderstandings . 

The  purpose  of  the  Airport  Master  Plan  is  to  provide 
recommendations  and  alternatives  for  the  maximum  utilization  of 
Airport  lands  at  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport.  In 
essence,  it  is  an  on-Airport  land  use  plan.  Since  there  are  many 
concerns  that  are  associated  with  this  planning  effort,  the  Airport 
has  undertaken  related,  but  separate  studies,  in  an  effort  to 
address  specific  concerns  such  as  noise  mitigation  on  surrounding 
communities.  For  example:  the  Airports  Noise  Mitigation  Plan,  the 
Airport's  Noise  Abatement  Regulation,  the  feasibility  study  of  a 
runway  configuration  to  abate  noise  impacts,  and  the  installation 
of  additional  noise  monitoring  equipment  in  the  City  of  San 
Francisco. 

Your  description  of  our  Master  Plan,  specifically  that  it 
anticipates  a  doubling  aircraft  traffic  over  the  next  twenty  years 
and  that  the  facilities  improvements  contemplated  in  this  plan  will 
contribute  to  a  marked  increase  in  traffic  without  strict  abatement 
measures,  is  incorrect.  As  my  staff  has  described  to  you  in  our 
Public  Forum  on  December  22,  1988,  the  forecasts  that  were 
presented  in  Working  Paper  'A'  do  not  indicate  a  doubling  of 
aircraft  traffic  over  the  next  twenty  years.  In  fact,  air  carrier 
operations  are  anticipated  in  this  plan  to  grow  to  approximately 
the  same  level  anticipated  and  forecasted  in  the  Airports  new  Noise 
Abatement  Regulation. 

Regarding  forecasts,  the  Master  Plan  forecast  does  not  create 
growth  by  itself.  It  is  instead  a  tool  for  Airport  management  to 
responsibly  prepare  for  the  improvements  required  to  accommodate 
growth  and  activities  within  the  Airports  Commissions  authority. 
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Facility  reorganization  and  development  is  not  accomplished  by 
forecasts  but  by  actual  demand. 

With  this  in  mind,  I  have  the  following  specific  responses  to  your 
concerns : 

1.  The  economic  and  demographic  assumptions  in  Working  Paper  'A' 
were  founded  on  the  basic  data  of  population,  income  and 
employment  used  as  a  common  statistical  reference  for 
forecasts  of  any  economic  event.  "Thicker"  economic  and 
demographic  analysis  would  turn  the  master  planning  effort 
into  an  academic  and  mathematical  exercise  which  would  have 
little  bearing  on  the  nature  of  problems  to  be  solved  within 
the  scope  of  this  land  use  master  plan.  Furthermore,  higher 
levels  of  mathematical  sophistication  result  in  only  marginal 
improvements  in  forecasting  accuracy. 

Responsible  forecasting  is  more  than  a  complex,  in-depth 
mathematical  simulation  of  the  elements  involved.  It  involves 
judgement,  experience,  and  an  understanding  of  the  purposes 
to  which  the  forecasts  will  be  used.  The  methodology  used  in 
the  Master  Plan  is  based  on  established  statistical  techniques 
using  the  National  Planning  Association  Data  Base  for 
historical  and  forecast  information  on  population,  personal 
income,  employment  and  earnings  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
region.  Forecasts  were  also  based  on,  and  compared  with, 
other  knowledgeable  parties  including  MTC/ABAG  -  Regional 
Airport  Planning  Forecasts  and  the  FAA-Aviation  Forecasts  for 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  Our  Master  Plan  forecasts  were 
developed  using  several  different  forecasting  methodologies 
including  regression,  trend,  and  comparative  analysis. 

As  a  side  note  on  aviation  forecasting,  aviation  forecasts, 
in  general,  have  consistently  underestimated  the  growing 
demand  for  air  transportation.  The  purpose  of  aviation 
forecasting  is  to  provide  a  perspective  on  what  level  of 
activity  may  be  needed  to  be  accomplished  in  the  future.  From 
a  Master  Plan  perspective,  forecasts  which  are  not  realized 
will  result  in  the  postponing  of  projects  until  the  demand  is 
realized,  while  demand  in  excess  of  forecasts  will  lead  to  a 
poor  level  of  service,  crash  development  programs,  and 
"bandaid"  solutions.  The  Master  Plan  is  predicated  on  the 
most  reasonable  levels  of  future  activity  which  is  based  upon 
growth.  From  a  Master  Plan  perspective,  a  no  growth  option 
is  meaningless  for  there  would  be  no  purpose  in  doing  a  plan. 
If  growth  is  low,  the  forecast  time  frame  shifts 
correspondedly  in  terms  of  any  Airport  development. 

2.  Cargo  forecasts  are  not  based  on  passenger  traffic  but  rather, 
in  part,  on  existing  unsatisfied  demand  at  the  Airport.  The 
reason  for  the  unusual  incremental  cost  in  the  development  of 
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cargo  facilities  is  not  so  much  the  quantum  jump  in  the  amount 
of  cargo  activity  or  new  cargo  buildings,  but  because  of  the 
required  major  reorganization  of  existing  cargo  areas  for 
efficiency  purposes.  The  reorganization  is  intended  to 
improve  and  consolidate  facilities  which  in  turn  will  free  up 
other  areas  of  the  Airport  for  other  airport  functions. 

3.  In  the  management  of  our  facilities,  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  is  one  of  the  most  efficient  airports 
in  the  United  States  in  terms  of  cost  per  enplaned  passenger 
and  passengers  processed  per  acre  of  land,  per  parking  space, 
per  operation  and  per  gate.  Our  efforts  in  improving 
passenger  processing  capacity  have  been  recognized  by  way  of 
requiring  airlines  to  increase  the  number  of  turns  per  day  on 
any  particular  gate  that  the  Airport  controls,  by  exercising, 
within  the  limits  of  our  agreements  with  the  airlines,  the  use 
of  their  facilities  at  non-peak  times  by  other  carriers,  and 
by  planning  and  developing  common  use  facilities  that  are 
within  the  control  of  the  Airport  to  assure  the  optimum  level 
of  efficiency  in  the  use  of  that  facility.  Reducing  peak 
demand  for  Airport  facilities  by  way  of  management  policy  are 
constrained  by  the  level  of  control  the  Airport  may  exercise, 
as  a  result  of  existing  agreements,  or  because  they  are  out 
of  direct,  and  in  some  cases,  indirect  control  of  Airport 
management.  The  problems  you  have  addressed  are  an  industry 
wide  concern  and  I  can  assure  you  that  efforts  are  being  made 
but  many  have  not  been  successful  at  this  time  (e.g.  Boston 
Logan  Airport • s  PACE  program) . 

To  provide  you  with  a  better  understanding  of  our  peak 
demands,  peak  hour  scheduling  decisions  are  not  made  by 
Airport  management.  To  a  certain  extent,  they  are  not  even 
made  by  the  airlines  themselves.  These  decisions  are  made 
individually  by  passengers  who  vote  with  their  dollars 
regarding  when  and  where  they  want  to  fly.  In  some  cases, 
many  of  these  peak  operations  at  San  Francisco  are  determined 
not  even  by  the  passengers,  but  by  the  market  served,  the 
travel  time  involved,  time  zones  crossed  and  the  curfews  or 
bi-lateral  international  agreements  in  effect  at  destination 
airports.  The  Master  Plan  is  not  the  vehicle,  nor  does  it 
have  the  control  over  airline  scheduling  of  flights. 

4.  Alternatives  to  air  transportation  is  a  question  traditionally 
addressed  in  an  Environmental  Impact  Report.  However,  in 
regard  to  your  suggestion  of  a  high  speed  rail  line,  one  must 
think  even  if  such  a  system  were  economically  viable  and  could 
begin  to  be  developed  starting  tomorrow,  the  time  to  construct 
and  begin  service  could  be  as  much  as  twenty  years  —  the  same 
time  span  of  the  Master  Plan.  Do  we  sit  and  wait  for  the  next 
twenty  years  to  take  care  of  transportation  needs  of  today  and 
the  next  twenty  years? 
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5.  While  the  Master  Plan  is  not  required  to  directly  examine  how 
the  projected  increase  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
may  be  better  satisfied  at  other  regional  airports,  the  plan 
incorporates  the  MTC/ABAG  regional  airport  plan  forecasts 
which  considers  the  capability  of  other  regional  airports  to 
accept  some  of  the  demand  at  San  Francisco  International 
Airport.  Again,  San  Francisco's  Airport  Master  Plan  is  not 
the  vehicle  for  creating  a  region  wide  agency  to  coordinate 
aircraft  noise  reduction,  simply  because  it  is  a  land  use 
plan.  As  a  side  note  regarding  the  distribution  of  traffic 
to  other  Bay  Area  airports,  the  new  American  Airlines  hub  at 
San  Jose,  which  is  a  private  sector  decision,  is  more  likely 
to  provide  diversion  of  passenger  traffic  from  San  Francisco 
than  any  action  currently  enforceable  by  Regional  Governmental 
Agencies. 

8  Regarding  noise  measurement  methodologies,  our  current  Noise 

Abatement  Regulation  and  Aviation  Safety,  as  related  to  our 
Master  Plan  development,  will  be  thoroughly  addressed  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report.  The  Airports  Commission  is 
committed  to  mitigate  aircraft  noise  impacts.  At  this  time 
I  will  not  address  these  efforts,  as  I  am  sure  you  are  aware 
of  most  of  them.  They  will  be  discussed  again  in  the  Master 
Plan  EIR  and  independently  through  other  studies  and  programs 
that  we  are  now  conducting. 


Sincerely, 


"jCTa^  Turpen 
Director  of  Airports 


cc:     Dean  Maoris,  City  Planning 
Airports  Commission 
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